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PREFACE 


Three socioeconomic technical studies were prepared to assess the 
potential effects of tar sands development in Utah. This report, which is the 
first of three, is a regional report. It was designed to evaluate the 
cumulative socioeconomic impacts resulting from the development of nine 
Special tar sand areas (STSAs) designated in the hydrocarbon leasing program 
(Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act - Public Law 97-78). The two remaining 
reports, which are in preparation, are STSA-specific studies that address the 
potential socioeconomic impacts from the proposed conversion of existing 
federal oil and gas leases to combined hydrocarbon leases in the Sunnyside and 
Tar Sands Triangle STSAs. 


After this work was completed, the Utah Office of the State Planning 
Coordinator, which was the source for much of our data, changed its name to 
the Utah State Office of Planning and Budget. 
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SUMMARY 


INTRODUCTION 


The Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 1982 (Public Law 97-78) 
provides guidelines for converting federal oil and gas leases to combined 
hydrocarbon leases in Special Tar Sand Areas (STSAs). The STSAs_ are 
designated by the U.S. Department of the Interior as areas that contain 
substantial deposits of tar sands. Under a combined hydrocarbon lease, tar 
sands can be developed in addition to oil and gas. Before an oil and gas 
lease can be converted, however, the socioeconomic consequences of the 
combined hydrocarbon lease must be evaluated. 


This report evaluates the socioeconomic consequences of developing the 
tar sands in nine STSAs in east-central Utah. Figure S.1 shows the STSAs and 
the counties that surround them. Effects of tar sands development were 
examined on several levels: regional, county, census county division (CCD), 
and community. Effects were projected over the 20-year period from 1985 to 
2005 and are described for the five “window years" of 1985, 1990, 1995, 2000, 
and 2005. 


To prepare this analysis, a four-step procedure was followed. First, 
the existing social and economic conditions of the region were described. 
Second, conditions were projected for the 20-year period under the assumption 
that no tar sands resources are developed. Third, the proposed tar sands 
developments were described. The descriptions included estimates of (1) 
production levels and (2) the work force required to mine the tar sands and to 
construct and operate the accompanying retort facilities. Descriptions were 
prepared for two scenarios; one assumed a high level of tar sands development 
and one a low level of development. Fourth, the impacts of these developments 
were projected for the 20-year period and each of these impacts was analyzed. 


In addition to tar sands development, the development of other energy 
resources (such as oil shale and coal) in the same Utah region was examined. 
The socioeconomic impacts of these developments were estimated and added to 
the impacts of the tar sands developments. 


Two socioeconomic models were used to collect and analyze data. The 
Utah Process Economic and Demographic Impact Model (UPED) was used to project 
aggregate impacts under the baseline conditions, the two scenarios for tar 
sands development, and the scenario for development of other energy 
resources. After these impacts were projected, the Spatial Allocation Model 
(SAM) was used to distribute the impacts among the communities, CCDs, and 
counties. The types of effects examined include, for example, impacts on 
population; number of households; employment; wages; per capita income; and 
elements of the public and private infrastructure such as housing, education, 
health care, and utilities. Because the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation 
takes up a large part of the area that was studied, effects on it were also 
examined. 
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Fig. S.1 Special Tar Sands Areas and Surrounding Counties 
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DESCRIPTION OF TAR SANDS AREA 


In step one of our analysis, we described the existing social and 
economic conditions in the region under study. The area under consideration 
consists of seven counties in east-central Utah: Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, 
Garfield, Grand, Uintah, and Wayne. Much of the region is sparsely 
Populated. There were only 3.2 people per square mile in the region in 1980, 
ranging from 0.7 per square mile in Garfield County to 15 per square mile in 
Carbon County. In the state as a whole there were 17.8 people per square mile 
in 1980, while the figure for the United States was 64. Price and Vernal were 
the only two communities in the region with populations greater than 4,000 in 
1980. No town had a population of more than 10,000 people. 


The geography of the area has an obvious influence on the limited 
number of settlements. Canyons, cliffs, plateaus, and rugged terrain are 
common in the region. Water is often in short supply. Any development has to 
contend with the substantial physical barriers imposed by the region. 


Traditionally, most of the region has been dependent on agriculture or 
energy development. As of 1980, mining was the principal employer in Carbon, 
Emery, and Uintah counties. Government was the primary employer in Duchesne, 
Garfield, and Wayne counties. Wholesale and retail trade was the predominant 
employer in Grand County. The region is well acquainted with the cyclical 
nature of industrial, especially energy-related, growth. The coal industry in 
Carbon and Emery counties, the uranium industry in Grand County, and most 
recently, the oil industry in Uintah and Duchesne counties have experienced 
frequent boom and bust periods. 


In addition to the prospect of tar sands development, there are 
currently numerous other energy developments in the region. Coal production 
in Carbon and Emery counties has been stimulated by demand from local and out- 
of-state industries. Both oil and oil shale production are under way in 
Uintah County. The mines in Carbon and Emery counties and the oil develop- 
ments in Uintah County are near local population centers, but the oil shale 
developments in Uintah County are somewhat removed from any cities. The 
projected tar sands developments in Carbon and Emery counties are located near 
local population centers. Tar sands areas in Garfield, Grand, Uintah, and 
Wayne counties are isolated from any significant concentrations of population. 


Between 1970 and 1980, population grew in all the counties. The four 
most populous counties (Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, and Uintah) grew more rapidly 
than the state as a whole. With a population of 22,179, Carbon County was the 
largest of the counties in the region in 1980. The county grew 42% between 
1970 and 1980. Duchesne County grew 72% in the 1970s, reaching a population 
of 12,565 in 1980. The population of Emery County increased by 125% between 
1970 and 1980. Garfield County grew by only 16% in the 1970s, the least of 
any county in the region. Grand County increased by 23% between 1970 and 
1980. Uintah County grew by almost two-thirds during the 1970s, from 12,684 
in 1970 to 20,506 in 1980. Wayne County had a population of 1,911 in 1980, an 
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increase of 29% since 1970, but is still the smallest county in the region. 
Growth in the counties was due chiefly to the development of coal mining, 
petroleum, electricity generating, and oil shale industries. 


Employment in the seven counties grew more rapidly than population from 
1970 to 1980; it approximately doubled in four counties (Carbon, Duchesne, 
Emery, and Uintah) and increased by about 50% in two others (Garfield and 
Grand). Employment in Wayne County grew by about 33%. Within each county, 
employment growth varied widely by industrial sector. In general, growth was 
faster between 1970 and 1975 than between 1975 and 1980. 


Per capita income also increased in all seven counties from 1970 to 
1980. In 1980, it ranged from $6,239 in Wayne County to $9,105 in Carbon 
County. 


The existing infrastructure services in 1980 were usually just 
sufficient to meet the needs of the population. The quality of services, 
however, varied substantially. For example, the capacity of water delivery and 
sewage systems was often inadequate for the number of people served. 


PROJECTIONS OF BASELINE SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


Step two of our analysis was to project baseline socioeconomic 
conditions, assuming that no tar sands resources were developed, for the 1985- 
2005 period. Fig. S.2 illustrates the projected growth in the baseline 
population for each county. Most significant growth occurs between 1980 and 
1995. The growth in number of households follows a similar pattern. 


Baseline employment projected between 1980 and 2005 also follows this 
pattern. The fastest rate of increase occurs between 1980 and 1985 for most 
counties. However, Carbon and Uintah counties are expected to grow almost 
continuously throughout the period, while the other counties are forecast to 
have relatively little change between 1985 and 2005 -- less than 1% annually 
in most cases. 


The baseline per capita personal income (PCPI) projections for the 
state are assumed to grow at an annual rate of 1.7%; by the year 2000, the 
state per capita income would be $11,568. Between 1985 and 2005, it is 
projected that all counties except Carbon would experience a 40.9% increase in 
per capita personal income. The PCPI for the state would also increase by 
40.9% over this period. The 40.9% increase in both cases is a result of the 
assumed annual growth rate (1.7%). 


All counties would experience a substantial increase in total personal 
income. In 2005, total personal income in Wayne County would be 94.6% greater 
than in 1985; in Garfield this figure would be 70.4%. Carbon County would 
still have the greatest total personal income: $469 million. In 2005, total 
personal income would be more than $100 million greater in Carbon County than 
Uintah County, a 33% difference. 
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Fig. $.2 Baseline Population Projections by County, 1980-2005 
(1980-2005 percent change in parentheses) 


Baseline projections of infrastructure services were based on minimum 
state standards for provision of such services and the projected population. 
Consequently the growth of infrastructure services follows the same general 
pattern as population growth. 


TAR SANDS DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 


In step three, we developed two commercialization scenarios that 
correspond to the potential tar sands development alternatives. In the high 
commercial development scenario, total production of oil from tar sands is 
projected to be 365,000 barrels per day (bbl/d). Alternatively, under the low 
commercial development scenario 107,000 bbl/d would be produced. Both 
scenarios are based on company-specific project plans and expected future 
developments. Only the effects of development in the nine STSAs are directly 
considered in this report. Each STSA has a unique development schedule that 
extends between the years 1985 and 2005. In addition, this development 
schedule is often different for the two commercialization scenarios. 


Under the high commercial development scenario there are assumed to be 
11 surface and 8 in-situ tar sands developments. Although total production 
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from these tar sands developments is projected to be 365,000 bbl/d, production 
is expected to vary significantly by STSA; from 5,000 bbl/d in the Argyle 
Canyon and Raven Ridge STSAs to 125,000 bb1/d in the Sunnyside STSA. 


The individual manpower profiles by STSA are displayed in Fig. S.3. 
This figure depicts the differences in manpower requirements by STSA and 
year. The construction phase is shown as the peaked area during the 1990-2000 
time frame. The straight line relates the level of operation workers 
required. 


The low commercial development scenario represents a much less intense 
development of the STSAs. Under this scenario there are assumed to be nine 
surface and eight in-situ developments proposed or planned. Total production 
for the low commercial development scenario is projected to be 107,000 bbl/d 
from the tar sands areas. Cumulative production is expected to range from 
2,000 bbl/d for the Circle Cliffs STSA to 30,000 bbl/d for the Sunnyside 
STSA. Thus the variation in production among the STSAs is smaller in the low 
scenario than in the high scenario. The individual manpower profiles for the 
low commercial development scenario are illustrated by STSA in Fig. S.4. 


TOTAL REGIONAL IMPACTS BY DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 


Two important assumptions underlie these impact projections. The first 
assumption is that the baseline projections accurately reflect the socio- 
economic composition of the counties in the periods under study. The second 
assumption is that the manpower requirements of each scenario would not 
change. Given these assumptions, the analysis is based on the difference 
between the baseline projections and the projections of each commercial 
development scenario. Thus all results are given as changes from the baseline 
projections, rather than total impacts. 


Projected Impacts of the High Commercial Development Scenario 


Under the high scenario, most regional impacts follow a pattern of 
rapid growth that peaks in 1995, declines slightly until 2000, then rises 
again (at a slower rate than from 1985-1995) through 2005. For example, 
population of the region would grow from 213 more than the baseline in 1985 to 
53,091 more than the baseline in 1995 and then decline to 45,681 above the 
baseline in 2005. This growth corresponds to 214 times the baseline 
population level projected for 1985. 


School-age population in the region would grow from 41 more than 
baseline in 1985 to 13,255 above the baseline in 2005 (a growth factor of 
323), while retirement-age population would increase from being negligible 
relative to the baseline in 1985 to 13,205 above the baseline in 2005. The 
change in the number of households would grow 71.79% annually from 1985 to 
1995 but then decline 2.63% annually from 1995 to 2005. 
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Fig. S.3 STSA Manpower Profiles for the High Commercial Development Scenario 
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Fig. S.4 STSA Manpower Profiles for the Low Commercial Development Scenario 


The change in the school-age population would create a demand for three 
more teachers and classrooms than the baseline in 1985, rising to 534 more 
teachers and classrooms than the baseline in 2005. 


Total regional employment is also projected to grow rapidly over the 
baseline during the 1985-2005 period. In particular, employment would expand 
from 111 additional workers in 1985 to 19,236 in 2005. This 2005 employment 
level is 173 times that projected to be required in 1985. Again, this 
increase would be most dramatic from 1985 to 1995. 


The increase in infrastructure demands varies. All of the additional 
infrastructure service demands would be created by the population growth 
projected under the high commercial development scenario. Three more general 
care hospital beds than the baseline demand are projected to be needed in 
L985). rising to. lly bedsipin 1995. and.then,.falling..to .95..beds_in, 2005. .. The 
change in long-term care hospital beds will grow from zero in 1985 to a high 
of 62 in 2005. In 1985, three more doctors, dentists, nurses, public health 
nurses, clinical psychologists, and mental health workers would be needed in 
addition to the baseline projections. By 2005, the changes in the demand for 
medical personnel would increase to 30 doctors, 26 dentists, 81 nurses, 13 
public health nurses, 8 clinical psychologists, and 9 mental health workers. 


Similar increases are projected for public safety services such as jail 
space, police officers and patrol cars, emergency medical technicians, and 
juvenile holding cells. In each case, the demand for these services would 
peak in 1995 and decline between 1995 and 2005. The change in the utility 
service demands is projected to increase 73.3% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 
then decrease 1.5% annually from 1995 to 2005. 


The change in total monthly personal income in the region would grow 
from $0.3 million in 1985 to $75.8 million in 1995. Between 1995 and 2005 the 
change will fall to $59.0 million. Wages would account for about 80% of the 
change in total monthly personal income; property income and other labor 
income would account for the other 20%. 


Projected Impacts of the Low Commercial Development Scenario 


Like impacts under the high scenario, most impacts under the low 
scenario follow a pattern of rapid growth from 1985 to 1995 and slower or even 
negative growth from 1995 to 2005. The cumulative growth factors of low 
scenario impacts are generally about one-sixth those of high scenario 
impacts. Under the low commercial development scenario, the change in the 
population of the region would grow continually, from 474 in 1985 to 15,034 in 
2005. Most of this growth would take place between 1985 and 1995 when the 
population would increase at an annual rate of 39.82%. School-age population 
and retirement-age population would both increase at somewhat higher rates. 
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Total regional employment is also projected to grow rapidly over the 
baseline -—- from 250 additional workers in 1985 to 6,111 in 2005. This 2005 
employment level is 24 times that projected to be required in 1985. Again, 
this increase would be most dramatic from 1985 to 1995. In this period, total 
employment would rise 38.04% annually; in the next 10 years there would 
actually be a negative change, -0.27% annually. 


The number of households would grow from 174 more than baseline in 1985 
to 4,355 more than baseline in 1995, but it would then drop to 4,177 more than 
baseline in 2005. 


As in the high scenario, the change in infrastructure demands varies by 
service category. Six more classrooms and teachers in 1985, and 188 more 
classrooms and teachers in 2005, would be needed to accommodate the change in 
the number of students from the baseline projections between 1985 and 2005. 
The change in the number of students would be 51 times greater in 2005 than in 
1985, with most of this growth taking place from 1985 to 1995. 


Over the 20-year period demands for the various health care services 
would grow by factors of 1.4 to 6.8 over the baseline. Public safety services 
would grow by similar factors, except for jail space. The 3,647 square feet 
needed for jail space in 1990 would be 15 times greater than the amount of 
jail space in 1985. The change in water system service demands would grow by 
a factor of 31 between 1985 and 2005. 


The total monthly personal income in the region, as a result of the low 
commercial scenario developments, would grow from $662,002 in 1985 to 
$17,989,763 in 2005. Most of this increase would occur from 1985 to 1995, 
with only an 0.53% annual increase thereafter. The average monthly per capita 
income would fluctuate throughout the 20-year period, eventually declining 
seven dollars between 1985 and 2005. 


Projected Impacts of the Other Energy Projects Scenario 


In a third scenario, we estimated the socioeconomic impacts that may 
arise from the numerous energy projects other than tar sands that are planned 
or projected for development in east-central Utah. This report considered 
those that are located in the general proximity of the STSAs. The area that 
comprises these other energy projects includes four counties: Carbon, Emery, 
Duchesne, and Uintah. We assumed that the development of the other energy 
projects would have no effects on the other three counties studied. 


There are nine oil shale projects anticipated in east-central Utah with 
a total production expected to be 370,500 bbl/d. There are also three tar 
sands projects anticipated in east-central Utah that are not directly analyzed 
in the previous two scenarios. Total oil production from tar sands is 
scheduled to reach at least 25,000 bbl/d; the Chevron/Great National project 
was not included in this production figure. Finally, there are 17 coal mines 
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proposed for development or expansion in Carbon and Emery counties. Total 
production is anticipated to reach 24 x 10 tons/y if all mines are developed 
according to the proposals. 


All of the proposed oil shale projects and two of the tar sands 
developments are located in the area designated as the Uintah Basin (Duchesne 
and Uintah counties). Due to their location, the Asphalt Ridge, Raven Ridge, 
Hill Creek and P.R. Spring STSAs would have the greatest likelihood of being 
impacted by these energy projects. P.R. Spring has three energy developments 
within its borders. The P.R. Spring STSA is also adjacent to the largest 
proposed oil shale project in Utah. 


Development of the Sunnyside, Argyle Canyon, and San Rafael Swell STSAs 
should not be negatively affected by the proposed oil shale and tar sands 
developments identified above. They may, however, be affected by the numerous 
coal mine developments. The Tar Sands Triangle and the Circle Cliff STSAs 
should remain virtually unaffected by these other energy projects because they 
are relative far from the proposed development sites. 


Overall, the regional socioeconomic impacts under the other energy 
projects scenario are greater than those for either tar sands scenario. The 
most striking difference is in the amount of growth that occurs from 1980 to 
1985. In 1985, the projected change in population is 36,244 in the other 
energy scenario compared to 474 and 213 in the low and high tar sands 
scenarios, respectively. In 2005, the change in population is 96,291 in the 
other energy projects scenario, compared to 15,034 and 45,681 in the low and 
high tar sands scenarios, respectively. The rate of growth, however, is 
slower for other energy project impacts than for impacts under either tar 
sands scenario. 


Under the other energy projects scenario, the change in the regional 
population is projected to grow by 166% over the period studied, or more than 
2.5 times what is projected to exist over the baseline in 1985. Two age 
groups are projected to increase at a much faster rate than the total 
population. School-age population is expected to expand by the greatest 
percentage, rising from 6,158 in 1985 to 32,508 in 2005 for a 428% increase. 
Likewise, retirement-age population is also forecast to rise dramatically from 
394 in 1985 to 1,797 in 2005 for a 356% increase. The greatest growth in each 
population category would occur in the period from 1985 to 1995. Total 
population would rise 7.32% annually from 1985 to 1995, but only 2.74% 
annually from 1995 to 2005. The annual growth rates for school-age population 
are 11.85% and 5.59%, respectively, while for the retirement-age population 
they are 14.03% and 2.06%, respectively. 


Total regional employment is also projected to grow rapidly over the 
1985-2005 period. In particular, employment would nearly double from 21,089 
additional workers in 1985 to 39,860 in 2005. Again, this increase would be 
most dramatic from 1985 to 1995. In this period, total employment would rise 


4.63% annually; in the next 10 years the annual rate of growth would be only 
Leda= 
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New households are projected to grow by 146% during the period 
studied. In the year 2005, there would be 27,132 additional households, 
compared to only 11,019 in 1985. This growth would translate into an annual 
increase of 6.97% from 1985 to 1995, and 2.30% from 1995 to 2005. Once again, 
the 1985-1995 period is expected to experience the faster rate of growth. 


Demands on the education system are projected to increase more than 
fivefold over the entire study period. A 427% overall increase in the number 
of students would translate into an 11.85% annual rate for the 1985 to 1995 
_ period and 5.59% from 1995 to 2005. Students, classrooms, and teachers all 
would increase at the same rate because the community standards for classrooms 
and teachers are based on the number of students. 


Health care, public safety, and utility services are also expected to 
realize a large growth in demand from 1985 to 2005, increasing to about 2.5 
times their 1985 levels. 


Total monthly personal income would increase by 4.92% from 1985 to 
1995, and by 3.27% from 1995 to 2005. In 1985, total personal income in the 
region is projected to be greater than $51 million; this would increase to 
$114.8 million by 2005. 


Average monthly per capita income would decrease by 2.23% annually from 
1985 to 1995. This would be due mainly to the large projected decrease in 
employment within the construction sector; it is the only sector projected to 
experience a decline in employment during this 10 year period. Per capita 
wages in the region would rise by 0.61% annually from 1995 to 2005, as all 
sectors are projected to experience an increase in wage payments 9 and 
employment in this time frame. 


CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


Cumulative impacts indicate the effects produced by each tar sands 
scenario together with those attributable to the other energy projects. The 
result is the simultaneous population and employment growth that would arise 
due to the combined effects of all energy developments in the region. 


Figure S.5 depicts total population growth projected to occur under the 
three scenarios: high and low tar sands development scenarios and the other 
energy projects scenario. The baseline population projection (i.e., without 
energy scenarios) is relatively flat through 2005. The energy scenario 
projected to cause the greatest population growth is the other energy projects 
scenario. Population growth attributable to this scenario would increase from 
36,244 over the baseline level in 1985 to 96,291 in 2005. More importantly, 
this population growth is concentrated in four of the seven counties analyzed 
in the report: Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, and Uintah. Uintah County is 
projected to receive over 50% of the population growth in each window year. 
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Fig. S.5 Total Regional Population Impact by Growth Stimuli 


The high commercial tar sands development scenario is projected to 
generate the second largest increase in population. Population growth from 
this scenario is approximately three times as large as that associated with 
the low commercial development scenario, but generally one-half as large as 
predicted under the other energy projects scenario. Consequently, the high 
cumulative scenario (i.e., high commercial and other energy projects 
scenarios) is projected to induce the largest growth in population within the 
tar sands region. This growth would be concentrated in two counties: Carbon 
and Uintah. Within these two counties the population growth projected under 
the high cumulative scenario is between 45% and 68% of total population growth 
(baseline and high cumulative scenario) in the latter window years (1995- 
2005). Some of the other counties have a similarly high proportion, but their 
absolute population change is substantially smaller. 


Expressed as an average annual percent change, most of population 
growth in the counties is projected to occur between the following window 
years: 1985-1990, 1990-1995, After 1995, the population growth rates by 
county are substantially smaller, and in some cases are negative. These 
trends occur under either cumulative scenario. 


Employment impacts follow a pattern of growth similar to that of 
population. Furthermore, the relationship between scenarios resembles that 
shown in Fig. S.5 for population. Once again, Carbon and Uintah counties are 
projected to receive most of the impacts. Under projected baseline 
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conditions, Carbon County would have the greatest employment growth throughout 
the 20-year period. With the proposed energy developments, however, Uintah 
County would have both the greatest amount of employment growth and largest 
level of employment in the seven-county region. 


The proportion of total employment attributable to the high and low 
cumulative scenarios is between 40% and 71% for Carbon and Uintah counties_ 
between the 1995 and 2005 window years. With a few exceptions, the 
proportions for all other counties are approximately 20-302. 


In terms of annualized employment growth rates, a similar pattern to 
population occurs: most growth is projected between 1985-1990 and 1990- 
1995. Afterwards, the average annual growth rates are generally either highly 
negative or represent only marginal growth. 


We also examined the distributional effects on population growth 
created by the tar sands developments proposed in each STSA. A direct corre- 
lation was made between STSA and population growth in CCDs and communities for 
the 1990 and 2005 window years. Under both the high and low commercial 
development scenarios, the Sunnyside STSA would have the largest population 
impact, both in terms of total growth and the number of affected communities. 
Developments in the Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks, Hill Creek Raven Ridge/Rimrock 
and San Rafael Swell STSAs would also affect a substantial number of CCDs and 
communities. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 


1.1 BACKGROUND 


This report provides a technical description of the potential socio- 
economic impacts from the development of the tar sands resource in Utah. As 
such, it addresses numerous aspects of the social and economic composition of 
the area both currently and those likely in the future. 


To consider the impacts from the tar sands developments, the following 
steps were undertaken. First, it was necessary to inventory and evaluate the 
existing demographic, economic, and infrastructure characteristics. Once a 
knowledge of local conditions was obtained, it was possible to project future 
baseline conditions in the absence of any tar sands development. Then, 
impacts were projected for two predefined tar sands development scenarios and 
for a third scenario for other proposed energy projects in Utah. These 
impacts were then compared to one another and to the baseline conditions (see 
Chapter 6). The cumulative socioeconomic impacts of the tar sands develop- 
ments and the other energy projects were also evaluated. 


The impetus for this report was provided by the Combined Hydrocarbon 
Leasing Act of 1982 (Public Law 97-78). This act provides for the conversion 
of existing federal oil and gas leases in a Special Tar Sand Area (STSA) to 
combined hydrocarbon leases. A STSA is an area designated by the U.S. 
Department of the Interior as containing substantial deposits of tar sand. A 
combined hydrocarbon lease permits the development of tar sands in addition to 
oil and gas. However, before an oil or gas lease can be converted to a 
combined hydrocarbon lease, an evaluation of the socioeconomic consequences of 
such a lease is required. 


Nine potential STSA developments in Utah have been identified for 
consideration here. These developments are located in east-central Utah, as 
seen in) Fig. 1.18 The nine sites, further illustrated in Fig. 1.2, are 
situated in seven Utah counties: Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, Garfield, Grand, 
Uintah, and Wayne. The Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks and Raven Ridge/Rimrock 
STSAs are located in northern Uintah County. Argyle Canyon/Willow Creek STSA 
is located along the border between Duchesne and Carbon counties; Hill Creek 
is in southwestern Uintah County. Sunnyside STSA occupies much of eastern 
Carbon County. The P.R. Spring STSA extends from southeastern Uintah County 
into northern Grand County. The San Rafael Swell STSA is located in central 
Emery County. The Tar Sands Triangle Area is split between southeastern Wayne 
County and northeastern Garfield County. Lastly, the Circle Cliffs STSA is 
located in east-central Garfield County. 


The proximity of the STSAs to existing population centers is shown in 
Fig. 1.3. The Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks and Sunnyside STSAs are located near 
humerous towns in Uintah and Carbon counties, respectively. Argyle Canyon/ 
Willow Creek and San Rafael Swell STSAs are further removed from any 
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Fig. 1.1 Designated Special Tar Sands Areas in Utah: 
Areas of Potential Impact and County Seats 


significant concentrations of population. The other STSAs are in relatively 
remote areas of the state. 


1.2 ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 


Pursuant to the requirements in the Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act, 
the purpose of this study is to evaluate the socioeconomic impacts of the 
conversion of oil and gas leases to combined hydrocarbon leases in specified 
STSAs. To accomplish this objective, the description of impacts is divided 
into two main parts: a regional analysis and a site-specific analysis. The 
regional analysis describes the wide spectrum of socioeconomic impacts 
resulting from all tar sands developments; the site-specific analysis 
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identifies the population impacts of each tar sands development (by STSA). 
More specifically, the regional analysis details the impacts on communities, 
census county divisions (CCDs), counties, and the region, while the site- 
specific analysis focuses only on the community-specific impacts. Throughout 
the report, the impacts are described for five “window years": 1985, 1990, 
1995, 2000, and 2005. The discussion of baseline conditions is based 
primarily on 1980 through 1983 data. 


1.3 SCOPE OF WORK 


The objective of this study is to gather appropriate social and 
economic data and conduct necessary analysis on a site-specific and regional 
basis regarding tar sands leasing conversion and possible production in Utah.* 
Several components of this objective were identified: 


e Baseline description of affected environment. The most 


recent information available describing the population, 
economic base and employment, infrastructure, and other 
social, cultural, and economic aspects of the counties and 
communities in the region was obtained. This information 
is presented in Sec. 2 along with baseline projections 
through the year 2005. 


e Tar sands development scenarios. Two scenarios’ of 


commercial development were derived from the available work 
force estimates. In order to get a range of potential 
impacts, both a high employment scenario and a low employ- 
ment scenario were used, as described in Sec. 3. 


fay Regional and site-specific analysis of impacts. The 


impacts of the two tar sands development scenarios are 
detailed in two _ sections. Section 4 identifies the 
development impacts of all of the STSAs by county and 
community. Alternatively, Sec. 7 identifies the impacts of 
each STSA development on each affected community. In each 
instance, these impacts are compared to the impacts 
produced under the baseline conditions. 


e Consideration of other energy developments. Other 


potential energy developments in eastern Utah and their 
impacts on the region are covered in Sec. 5. 


*Interagency Agreement between the Bureau of Land Management and the 
Department of Energy, UT-930-1A3-101, p. 2. 


e Evaluation of cumulative impacts. Section 6 summarizes the 
total impacts of the baseline changes, the development of 
the STSAs, and the other energy project developments. 


The responsibility for the preparation of this report was shared among 
several contributors. The Office of the State Planning Coordinator, State of 
Utah, was designated by the Bureau of Land Management to use two of its 
socioeconomic models for data collection and analysis. The first model, the 
Utah Process Economic and Demographic Impact Model (UPED), was used to project 
the impacts of the baseline conditions, tar sands development scenarios, and 
other energy projects on population, households, employment, and income. The 
Spatial Allocation Model (SAM) was then employed to distribute these impacts 
among the communities, CCDs, and counties in the region. The Utah State 
University Foundation, under contract to Argonne National Laboratory, was 
assigned the responsibility of gathering information on the existing 
infrastructure in the seven counties and more than 20 communities of 
interest. 


Argonne National Laboratory (1) provided the overall management and 
organization of the project, (2) collected information on the economic 
structure and existing sociocultural and housing conditions in the region, (3) 
analyzed and evaluated the baseline conditions and projected impacts, and (4) 
prepared this report. 


A sequence of five principal activities was followed in the preparation 
of this report. First, the existing social and economic conditions of the 
region were described. Impact projections without the proposed action were 
then developed. Third, a description of the proposed action was produced, and 
next, the impacts of the proposed action were projected. Finally, each of the 
impacts was analyzed. 


1.4 STUDY CONDITIONS 


The counties and communities selected for inclusion in this report are 
those where "significant" population growth is projected as the result of the 
STSA development. "Significant" growth was defined to be a 5&4 annual 
population increase over the baseline in any one year. The counties and 
communities of interest were chosen based on the UPED population estimates. 


Throughout the report, the impacts of the STSA and other project 
developments are expressed in terms of the difference between the baseline 
projections and the development projections. Thus, the increment of change 
created by the development is considered, rather than the total population, 
employment, or other impact in a given area. This clarification is also 
applicable to the baseline projection of infrastructure impacts. 


Two important assumptions underlie the projections of impact from the 
developments. The first assumption is that the baseline projections 


(described in Sec. 2) would accurately reflect the socioeconomic composition 
of the counties in the time periods under study. The second assumption is 
that the manpower requirements of the tar sands projects (described in Sec. 3) 
or the other energy developments (described in Sec. 5) would not change. Any 
variance from these conditions would necessarily influence the validity of the 
projections and the impact assessment. 


Numerous assumptions were made in the development of the baseline 
projections, including the following: 


e The recent national recession will not have a permanent 
effect on energy development in Utah or on the economy of 
the state in general. 


e The proportion of the population in incorporated areas 
would remain roughly equal to the present distribution. 
This is in accordance with the development plans of the 
regional Association of Governments and county planning 
offices. 


e The baseline projections would reflect the future based on 
the existing économic structure of the counties, CCDs, and 
communities. 


e The proportional distribution of industrial sector 
employment among CCDs would remain constant into the 
future. 


e The continuation of inter-CCD trade patterns. 


e The baseline projections incorporate energy and manufac— 
turing activities that would occur regardless of the 
scenario developments. See Appendix A.1l.l for a 
delineation of the specific activities by county. 


e The baseline projections of economic activity are charac— 
terized by declining rates of growth over time. He Go 
presumed that a local economy would stabilize as ne 
matures. For accelerated economic growth to occur, basic 
sector employment must expand due to increased economic 
activity. 


e County-level per capita income would approach the projected 
state per capita income. A growth rate of 1./4 per year is 
assumed for the state from 1985 through 2005. 


A further description of the basis for the baseline projections appears in 
Appendix A. 


Similarly, several assumptions and study conditions were employed in 
making the impact projections and preparing the impact assessment. Among 
these are: 


e The alternative projections of development factor impacts 
for the tar sands projects are compared to the baseline 
projections. Only the change from the baseline conditions 
(impact increment) would be presented and assessed. 


e The manpower profiles would be provided by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) for the construction and operation 
phases of all projects to be considered (tar sands 
scenarios and other energy projects). 


e UPED and SAM would be used to project the scenario impacts 
and spatially distribute the potential effects among the 
identified communities. The population would be spatially 
allocated according to commuting patterns, industrial 
sector trade patterns and area self-sufficiency. 


e Trading patterns would shift in some areas but not in 
others, as a result of the tar sands developments. 


e Any development of the magnitude being proposed would 
necessitate the creation of new communities in heretofore 
isolated areas. 


e Personal income impacts are based on projected changes in 
population, industrial job mix, per capita income by 
source, and wage rates. 


Appendix A contains the details of these and other assumptions and conditions 
used in the impact assessment process (projection and analysis). 








2 DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS AND BASELINE PROJECTIONS 


The following section describes the existing conditions and the 
baseline projections of possible change in terms of the population, 
employment, services, and facilities in the area. Section 2.1 provides a 
general overview of the region. Section 2.2 describes the demographic 
conditions and trends in the area. This is followed by Sec. 2.3 which 
summarizes the principal economic activities in the area and the projections 
for future growth. Section 2.4 describes the infrastructure of the region, 
focusing on housing, education, health care, public safety, and utilities. 
Then, Sec. 2.5 analyzes the fiscal and management conditions of the counties 
and communities in the region. Finally, Sec. 2.6 provides some information on 
the quality of life in the area and Sec. 2./ describes the Uintah-Ouray Indian 
reservation. 


2.1 REGIONAL OVERVIEW 


The area under consideration in this report consists of seven counties 
in east-central Utah: Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, Garfield, Grand, Uintah, and 
Wayne. Much of the region is sparsely populated. There were only 3.2 people 
per square mile in the region in 1980, ranging from 0./ per square mile in 
Garfield County to 15.0 per square mile in Carbon County. In the state as a 
whole there were 17.8 people per square mile in 1980, while the figure for the 
U.S. was 64.0. Price and Vernal were the only two communities in the region 
with populations greater than 4,000 in 1980. No town had a population of more 
than 10,000 people. 


The geography of the area has an obvious influence on the limited 
number of settlements. Canyons, cliffs, plateaus, and rugged terrain are 
common in the region. Water is often in short supply. Any development has to 
contend with the substantial physical barriers imposed by the region. 


Traditionally, most of the region has been dependent on agriculture or 
energy development. As of 1980, mining was the principal employer in Carbon, 
Emery, and Uintah counties. Government was the primary employer in Duchesne, 
Garfield, and Wayne counties. Wholesale and retail trade was the predominant 
employer in Grand County. The region is well acquainted with the cyclical 
nature of industrial, especially energy-related, growth. The coal industry in 
Carbon and Emery counties, the uranium industry in Grand County, and most 
recently, the oil industry in Uintah and Duchesne counties have experienced 
frequent boom and bust periods. 


In addition to the prospect of tar sands development, there are 
currently numerous other energy developments in the region. Coal production 
in Carbon and Emery counties has been stimulated by demand from local and out- 
of-state industries. Both oil and oil shale production are under way in 
Uintah County. The mines in Carbon and Emery counties and the oil 
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developments in Uintah County are near local population centers, but the oil 
shale developments in Uintah County are somewhat removed from any cities. The 
projected tar sands developments in Carbon and Emery counties are located near 
local population centers. Tar sands areas in Garfield, Grand, Uintah, and 
Wayne counties are isolated from any significant concentrations of population. 


Numerous national parks, forests, and recreation areas have been 
designated in the state of Utah due to its abundance of natural environment 
and scenic beauty. Several of these designated areas are of concern to this 
study. Canyonlands and Capitol Reef National Parks and the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area are located adjacent to the Tar Sands Triangle and 
Circle Cliffs special tar sands areas. Bryce Canyon and Arches National Parks 
are also located within the region, but they are distant from the tar sands 
areaSe 


2.2 DEMOGRAPHIC CONDITIONS AND TRENDS 


The state of Utah grew from a population of 1,059,273 in 1970 to a 
population of 1,461,037 in 1980. The growth rate in Utah was 37.9% (3.27% 
annually) in the seventies making it the fifth fastest growing state in the 
U.S. This population increase fluctuated considerably from county to county 
within the state. Of the counties of interest here, the four most populous 
counties (Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, and Uintah) grew more rapidly than the 
State as a whole. Conversely, the three least populous counties (Garfield, 
Grand, and Wayne) grew less rapidly than the state as a whole. 


PRE eA | County Population Trends 


Table 2.1 presents the 1970 and 1980 population levels for the 
potentially impacted counties and communities in Utah. The average annual 
compound percent change in population is illustrated to show the growth rate 
during this 10 year period. Figure 2.1 indicates the spatial distribution of 
the communities and counties within the region. 


Carbon County 


With a population of 22,1/9, Carbon County was the largest of the 
counties in the region in 1980. The county grew 42% between 1970 and 1980. 
Price, the largest city in the county and the region, has been a coal center 
since the 1890s. The city grew 3.87% annually during the 1970s, reaching a 
population of 9,086 in 1980. Located at the mouth of Price Canyon a few miles 
north of Price, Helper grew from a population of just under 2,000 in 1970 to 
over 2,700 in 1980. The neighboring towns of East Carbon and Sunnyside 
developed to provide commercial and residential services for the coal mines in 
the area. East Carbon, which was incorporated in the 1970s, and Sunnyside had 
the lowest growth rates of any city in the county between 1970 and 1980. 





Table 2.1 Historical Population Levels for Potentially 
Impacted Utah Counties and Communities, 19/70 and 1980 





Average Annual 





Compound 
County/Community 1970 1980 Percent Change 
State of Utah 2-099, 4/3 1,461,037 Fae ej 
Carbon County 15,647 22,179 2 bet he 
East Carbon 1,8082 1,942 0.72 
Helper 1,964 2,724 wees 
Hiawatha 166 249 4.14 
Price ya ie) 9,086 3.07 
Scofield 71 105 aguo 
Sunnyside 485 611 2.34 
Wellington 922 1,406 4.31 
Duchesne County 17299 120565 32:58 
Duchesne City 1,094 1,677 4.36 
Roosevelt 2,005 3,842 S.72 
Emery County Sa ey! 11,451 8.35 
Castle Dale 541 1,910 13.44 
Clawson -4 88 - 
Cleveland 244 522 Free |e 
Elmo 141 300 7.84 
Emery 216 372 5.59 
Ferron 663 1,718 10.00 
Green River 969 956 ui 3 
Huntington 857 2p alo tm 10.45 
Orangeville se WE 1,309 9.86 
Garfield County a /, 3,673 1.53 
Boulder 93 ip ie | Whe 
Escalante 638 652 5 py a 
Hite CCD 4a 202 48.02 
Grand County 6 , 688 8,241 eal! 
Thompson CCD 4,793 >, Bo3 1.07 
Uintah County 12,684 20,506 4.92 
Ballard 230? 558 Sy2/ 
Naples - oe es 
Vernal 3,908 6,600 538 
Wayne County 1,483 bySil YT 
Hanksville CCD 181 351 6.85 





4Not incorporated in 1970. 
bNewly incorporated, 1983 population estimate is 2,400. 


Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1980 Census of 
Populatton: Number of Inhabitants, Utah (1982). 
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Fige 2.1 Location of Counties and Communities in the 
Tar Sands Region of Utah 
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Wellington grew 4.31% annually during the 1970s -- the highest growth rate in 
Carbon County — and had a population of 1,406 in 1980. The population of 
Hiawatha jumped from 166 in 1970 to 249 in 1980, but it is still far below the 
1,500 people who lived in the town during the coal boom days of the 1940s. 
Similarly, the old coal mining community of Scofield had a population 
approaching 2,000 in 1920, but even a 4% annual increase between 1970 and 1980 
brought the population of the town to only LOD¢ 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County grew 72% in the 1970s, reaching a population of 12565 
in 1980. The growth of the petroleum industry was responsible for much of the 
growth in the county, particularly in the rural Uintah Basin area to the north 
and east of the city of Duchesne. Roosevelt grew 6./2% annually between 1970 
and 1980, benefiting greatly from oil-related businesses and from its position 
in an open valley surrounded by flat-topped benches. The city of Duchesne, 
while isolated from most of the oil-related growth, increased from a 
population of 1,094 in 1970 to 1,677 in 1980. 


Emery County 


The population of Emery County increased by 125% between 1970 and 
1980. Much of this growth can be traced to the construction of the Castle 
Dale Power Complex and the Huntington Canyon Power Complex, the largest 
complex of coal-fired electric generating plants in the state. The towns 
nearest the plants grew most rapidly. Huntington became the largest city in 
the county, growing 10.45% annually to a population of 2,316 in 1980. The 
neighboring towns of Castle Dale, Ferron, and Orangeville had annual growth 
rates of 13.44%, 10.00%, and 9.86%, respectively, during the 1970s. Although 
Green River was the largest city in the county in 19/0, its location on the 
eastern border of .- the county excluded it from the electric power plant 
developments. Consequently, Green River was the only city in the region to 
lose population between 1970 and 1980. The city of Emery, while located south 
of the power plants, still grew by 5.59% annually between 1970 and 1980. 
Cleveland and Elmo shared in the growth from the power plants. Both cities 
doubled in population during the 19/0s. Much of the population in the 
unincorporated areas of the county is located outside of Cleveland and Elmo. 


Garfield County 


Garfield County grew by only 16% in the 1970s, the least of any county 
in the region. The two cities in the area, Boulder and Escalante, changed 
little during the 1970s. The population of Boulder increased by 20 people 
between 1970 and 1980, while the population of Escalante increased by 14 
people during the same period. Both towns were isolated by poor -- if any — 
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roads until recent decades. The rugged terrain and lack of water have 
inhibited growth in the county. In most cases, development has already 
occurred in the low flat areas where it is possible. 


Grand County 


The area in Grand County, where possible tar sands population growth 
would occur, has been described as utterly empty desert.* The population of 
the county increased by 23% between 1970 and 1980. There was less growth in 
the Thompson CCD, the area of interest here. Most of the people in the county 
live in the valley around Moab. 


Uintah County 


Uintah County grew by almost two-thirds during the 1970s, from 12,684 
in 1970 to 20,506 in 1980. Vernal, the largest city in the county with a 
population of 6,600 in 1980, grew more than 52% annually between 1970 and 
1980. Oil was responsible for most of the growth. Nonetheless, this growth 
was less than expected. The cancellation of oil shale and other energy 
projects in recent years has kept the increase in population below that which 
it might have been. Ballard and Naples, the two other communities of interest 
in the county, have been incorporated since 1970. The population of Ballard 
in 1980 was more than twice that of the then unincorporated area in 1970. 


Wayne County 


Wayne County had a population of 1,911 in 1980, an increase of 29% 
since 1970, but is still the smallest county in the region. Growth was much 
more rapid in the Hanksville CCD, the area of interest here. A total of only 
351 people lived in the Hanksville CCD in 1980, however. The city of 
Hanksville did not have a paved access road until 1959, and is still separated 
from the rest of the county because of the rugged terrain, long distances, and 
absence of a suitable highway system. 


2.2.2 Demographic Composition of the Counties 
fanticlnsed het staan) “ith ca libre sh Saal 


Figure 2.2 illustrates the distribution of the 80,616 people in the 
seven county region in 1980 by county. Figures 2.3-2.9 shows the distribution 
of population by community in each county. Table 2.2 summarizes the 
demographic characteristics of each county in 1980. The total population, 
population distribution by age, number of households, and households with 
families or retirement-age population are presented by county. 





*Roylance, W.J., Utah: A Guide to the State, Spectal Tour Edition Part 2, 
Utah: A Guide to the State Foundation, Salt Lake City (1982). 
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Fig. 2.8 1980 Population Distribution by 
Community, Uintah County 
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Table 2.2 Summary of 1980 Demographic Characteristics by County 





Population Distribution? (2) 





Utah Total Total Households with Households with 

Counties 1980 School Retirement Work Number of Married-Couple Retirement-Age 

of Interest Population Age Age Age Households Family (%) Population (2%) 
Carbon County 22,179 20.1 9.7 57.6 7,242 70.9 19.9 
Duchesne County 12,565 25.9 6.8 52.5 3,499 78.2 15.6 
Emery County 11,451 23.4 6.7 53.3 3,279 78.1 15.1 
Garfield County 3,673 21.1 11.9 55.9 1,196 73.8 25.3 
Grand County 8,241 21.4 6.6 60.1 2,759 67.9 13.0 
Uintah County 20,506 24.1 6.0 55.1 5,949 75.3 13.8 
Wayne County 1,911 22.0 13.6 51.4 615 79.0 2755 





3school-age = 5-17 years; work-age = 16-64 years; retirement-age = 265 years. 


Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1980 Censue of Population: General Population Characteristics, 
Utah (1982). 


Carbon County 


Of the 22,179 residents of the county in 1980, 20.1% were of school 
age, 5/.6% were of work age, and 9.7% were of retirement age. Figure 2.10 
shows that there was a smaller portion of people in the 5-24 year age group 
than in the state as a whole, but that there was a higher portion in the 55 
and over age group. The median age in the county in 1980 was 26.1. American 
Indians and blacks combined to make up 1% of the population in the county, 
with American Indians outnumbering blacks two to one. There were /,242 
households with an average of 3.06 people per household in the county in 
1980. About 71% of these households had a married-couple family, and about 
20% of the households had members of retirement age (Table 2.2). 


Forty-one percent of the people in Carbon County in 1980 lived in Price 
(Fig. 2.3). Another 12% resided in Helper, while East Carbon, Wellington, 
Sunnyside, Hiawatha, and Scofield had less than 10% each of the population in 
the county. Other cities and unincorporated areas accounted for the remaining 
27% of the population. 


Duchesne County 


Table 2.2 shows that the 12,565 residents of Duchesne County in 1980 
included 25.9% of the total who were of school age, 52.5% who were of work 
age, and 6.8% who were of retirement age. A higher proportion of the county 
population than the state population was in the 14 and under age group, with a 
slightly lower proportion in the 25-34 and 55-64 age groups (Fig. 2.11). The 
median age in the county was 22.0 in 1980, the second lowest in the state. 
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Fig. 2.10 Carbon County Population Pyramid (1980) 
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Fig. 2.11 Duchesne County Population Pyramid (1980) 
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Over 2% of the population was American Indian. The 3.59 average household 
size was among the highest in the state. Over 78% of the 3,499 households had 
a married-couple family, and 15.6% had a member of retirement age. 


Roosevelt accounted for 30.6% of the total 1980 population in the 


county and Duchesne accounted for 13.3%. The other 56.1% was located in other 


cities and unincorporated areas (Fig. 2.4). 


Emery County 


Of the 11,451 residents of Emery County in 1980, 23.4% were of school 
age, 53.3% were of work age, and 6./% were of retirement age (Table 2.2). The 
county had a significantly greater percentage of residents in the 14 and under 
age group than did the state as a whole, with a corresponding smaller 
percentage in the older age groups (Fig. 2.12). The median age of the county 
was 22.3, the fourth lowest in the state. Slightly over 1% of the county was 
American Indian. The average household size of 3.49 in 1980 was the second 
highest in the region. The 3,279 households in the county included 78.1% that 
had a married-couple family and 15.1% that had a member of retirement age. 


Figure 2.5 shows that the population of Emery County was distributed 
among several cities. Huntington had 20.1% of the population in the county in 
1980, Castle Dale had 16.5%, Ferron had 14.9%, and Orangeville had 11.3%. 
Green River, Cleveland, Emery, Elmo, and Clawson each had less than 102. 
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Fig. 2.12 Emery County Population Pyramid (1980) 
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Other cities and unincorporated areas accounted for the remaining 17.8% of the 
population in the county. 


Garfield County 


In 1980, 3,673 lived in Garfield County. This population was 
distributed as follows: 21.1% school age, 55.9% work age, and 11.9% retire- 
ment age (Table 2.2). The county population was considerably older than the 
state population, as evidenced by the high proportion in the 35 and older age 
group and the median age of 28.3 (Fig. 2.13). Almost 2% of the county was 
American Indian. The average household size in 1980 was 3.07. Almost 74% of 
the 1,196 households in the county had a married-couple family, and 25.3% had 
a member of retirement age. 


Figure 2.6 shows that Escalante had 17.8% of the population in Garfield 
County in 1980. Boulder had 3.1% of the population. The majority of the 
population in the county was located in the unincorporated areas of the Hite 
CCD (5.5%) and in other cities and unincorporated areas (73.6%). 


Grand County 


Of the 2,/59 residents of Grand County in 1980, 21.4% were of school 
age, 60.1% were of work age, and 6.6% were of retirement age (Table 2.2). The 
age distribution of the county was roughly similar to that of the state as a 
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Fig. 2.13 Garfield County Population Pyramid (1980) 
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whole (Fig. 2.14). The median age in the county in 1980 was 25.9. American 
Indians accounted for almost 2% of the population in the county, while blacks 
accounted for well under 1%. There were 2,/59 households in the county in 
1980, with an average size of 2.99 —- lowest in the region. Only 67.9% of the 
households had a married-couple family and 13.0% had a member of retirement 
age. Both percentages were lowest in the region. 


The population of Grand County in 1980 was divided between the Thompson 
CCD (64.7%) and other cities and unincorporated areas (35.3%) (Fig. 2.7). 


Uintah County 


The 20,506 residents in Uintah County in 1980 were distributed among 
school age (24.1%), work age (55.1%), and retirement age (6.0%). This is 
shown in Table 2.2. The percentage of residents in the 14 and under age group 
exceeded that of the state, but the percentage in the 20-24 age group was less 
than that of the state (Fig. 2.15). The median age of the county in 1980 was 
22.9. American Indians comprised 9.5% of the county population, highest in 
the region. Of the 5,949 households: in the county in 1980, 75.3% had a 
married-couple family and 13.8% had a member of retirement age. The average 
household size was 3.45. 


Vernal had almost one-third of the Uintah County population in 1980 
(Rig. i225). Another 2./%4 was located in Ballard. Other cities and 
unincorporated areas accounted for 65.1% of the population in the county. 
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Fig. 2.15 Uintah County Population Pyramid (1980) 


Wayne County 


Of the 1,911 residents of Wayne County in 1980, 22.0% were of school 
age, 51.4% were of work age, and 13.6% were of retirement age (Table 2.2). 
Comparing the county age distribution to the state age distribution in Fig. 
2.16, the percentage of residents in the 55 and over age group was higher in 
the county, the percentage in the 15-54 age group was higher in the state, and 
the percentage in the 14 and under age group was roughly equal. The median 
age of the county in 1980 was 28.4, second highest in the state. American 
‘Indians comprised slightly less than 1% of the population in the county. 
There were 615 households in the county in 1980, with an average size of 
3.11. The proportion of households with a married-couple family (79.0%) and 
the proportion with a member of retirement age (27.5%) was the highest in the 
state. 


Figure 2.9 shows that the Wayne County population was divided between 
the Hanksville CCD (18.4%) and other cities and unincorporated areas (81.6%). 


2.2.3 Baseline Population and Household Projections 


Table 2.3 presents the baseline population projections for each county 
from 1985 to 2005. Projections for school-age, retirement-age, and total 
population are included. Total population is also illustrated in Figs cis las 
Additional detail is provided in Table 2.4, which shows baseline population 
projections for the cities and unincorporated areas within each CCD and 
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Fig. 2.16 Wayne County Population Pyramid (1980) 


county. The baseline projections for households are presented in Table 2.5 by 


county and community. 


The baseline population projections were determined by the state of 
Utah using the UPED model. An explanation of the methods, major assumptions, 
and conditions on which the projections are based can be found in Sec. 1.4 and 
Appendix A. 


Carbon County 


The population of Carbon County is projected to increase from 29,590 in 
1985 to 37,280 in 2005 (Table 2.3). This would be a 68% increase from 1980, 
the largest increase projected for any county in the region. The most rapid 
growth is forecast to occur between 1985 and 1990 (3.12% annually), with 
declining growth rates expected thereafter. School-age population would 
increase more rapidly than total population between 1985 and 1995, but it 
would actually decrease between 1995 and 2000. Retirement-age population is 
projected to grow 2.80% annually to 3,100 in 1985, where it would remain 
steady until an increase of 100 in 2005. 


Most of the population increase is expected to occur in the Price CCD, 
and especially in Price, Wellington, and the unincorporated areas. This is 
shown in Table 2.4. In these areas, the population is projected to grow from 
2 to 3% annually between 1985 and 1995 and only marginally in the following 10 
years. Growth in the Helper CCD would be about 1.4% annually between 1985 and 
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Table 2.3 Baseline Population Projections by 
Composition and County (1985-2005) 








Total School-Age Retirement Age 
Population Population (5-17) Population (265) 
Average Average Average 
County and Baseline Annual Baseline Annual Baseline Annual 
Window Years Projection % Change* Projection 4% Change® Projection % Change® 
Carbon County 
1985 29,590 ne 6,800 ~ 2,700 - 
1990 34,500 seid 8,700 5.05 3,100 2.80 
1995 36,500 1.13 9,700 2.20 3,100 0 
2000 36,790 0.16 9, 500 -0.42 3,100 0 
2005 37,280 0.26 9,600 0.21 3,200 0.64 
Duchesne County 
1985 17,780 = 4,760 ~ 1,000 os 
1990 18,640 0.95 5,430 2.67 1,080 1.55 
1995 18,680 0.04 5,750 i.i5 1,200 2.13 
2000 18, 300 -0.41 5, 330 a 1,300 1.61 
2005 17,970 -0.36 5,230 -0.38 1,440 2.07 
Emery County 
1985 14,060 ~ 3,800 - 900 ~ 
1990 14,840 1.09 4,400 2.98 910 0.22 
1995 15,080 0.32 4,700 1.33 900 -0.22 
2000 14,730 -0.47 4,500 -0.87 870 -0.68 
2005 14,550 ae 4,500 0 860 -0.23 
Garfield County 
1985 4,300 - 1,000 oe 500 oa 
1990 4,600 1.36 1,200 3.71 500 0 
1995 4,800 0.85 1,300 1.61 490 -0.40 
2000 4,990 0.77 1,400 1.49 460 -1.30 
2005 5,210 0.87 1,500 1.39 480 0.85 
Grand County 
1985 7,800 7 2,050 = 580 = 
1990 8,250 1.13 2,430 3.46 590 0.34 
1995 8,460 0.50 2,550 0.97 590 0 
2000 8 , 330 -0.31 2,430 -0.96 570 -0.69 
2005 8,500 0.40 2,480 0.41 580 0.35 
Uintah County 
1985 25,720 - 6,820 - 1,450 = 
1990 292310- 2.58 8,430 4.33 1,710 3635 
1995 29,850 0.37 9,190 1.74 1,920 2.34 
2000 28,970 -0.60 8,440 -1.69 2,080 1,61 
2005 28,200 -0.54 8,210 =0.55 2,256 1.64 
Wayne County 
1985 2,130 = 510 = 290 = 
1990 2,340 1.90 560 1.89 320 1.99 
1995 2,570 1.89 620 2.06 350 1.81 
2000 2,740 1.29 660 1.26 370 MELZ 
2005 2,930 1.35 700 1.18 400 1.57 


4Computed as an average annual compound percent change from previous window year. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office 
(June 1983). 
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Fig. 2.17 Baseline Population Projections by County, 1980-2005 
(1980-2005 percent change in parentheses) 


1995 and 0.25% annually or less between 1995 and 2005. Helper, Scofield, and 
the unincorporated areas would each follow the growth pattern of the CCD as a 
whole. Population in the East Carbon CCD is projected to decline throughout 
the period. In the unincorporated areas, the drop would be as high as 6.702 
annually between 1985 and 1995. 


The number of households in Carbon County is expected to increase from 
9,460 in 1985 to 11,700 in 2005. Most of this growth (1.79% annually) will 
take place during the first 10 years with less growth (0.354 annually) in the 
next 10 years. This growth pattern is illustrated in Table Zedey) dn pthegPrice 
CCD and the Helper CCD, the increase in households would be less _ than 
population growth between 1985 and 1995 and greater than population growth 
between 1995 and 2005. Household growth is projected to be 2.374 annually 
between 1985 and 1995 in the Price CCD, and would range from 1.34% annually in 
Hiawatha to 2.56% annually in Price. The increase would be about half as 
great in the Helper CCD as in the Price CCD between 1985 and 1995, but both 
CCDs and the towns therein are forecast to increase about 0.4% annually 
between 1995 and 2005. The number of households in the East Carbon CCD would 
decrease 3.69% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 1.14% annually from 1995 to 
2005. 
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Table 2.4 Baseline Population Projections by 
County and Community? (1985-2005) 


Average Annual 





Population Projections, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County /Community” 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Carbon County 29,590 34,500 36,500 36,790 37,280 2.12 0.21 

East Carbon CCD 2,060 1,600 1,500 1,390 1,320 Sele mae eee 

_ East Carbon 1,550 1,210 1,130 1,050 995 “3 ahd -1.26 
Sunnyside 490 380 360 330 315 -3.04 =l.33 
Unincorp. Areas 20 10 10 10 10 -6./0 0 

Helper CCD 5,880 6,540 6,750 6,750 6,910 1.39 0.23 
Helper 3,490 3,900 4,000 4,000 4,100 1.3/7 0.25 
Scofield 130 140 150 150 150 1.44 0 
Unincorp. Areas 2,260 2,500 2,600 2, 600 2,660 1.41 0.23 

Price CCD 21,650 26,360 28,250 28,650 29,050 2./0 0.28 
Hiawatha 230 260 250 250 250 0.84 0 
Price 13,300 16,300 17,700 18,200 £18,500 2.90 0.44 
Wellington . 2,140 2,600 2,800 2,800 2,800 feie 0 
Unincorp. Areas 5,980 7,200 7,500 7,400 7,500 2029 0 

Duchesne County 17,780 18,640 18, 680 18,300 17,970 0.50 -0.39 

Duchesne CCD 4,080 3,580 3,680 3, 660 3,590 -1.03 =0.25 
Duchesne City 2,420 2,120 2,180 2,170 2,130 -1.04 -0.23 
Rest of CCD 1,660 1,460 1,500 1,490 1,460 -1.01 —0,.27 

Roosevelt CCD 13,700 15,060 15,000 14,640 14,380 0.91 -0.42 
Altamont 270 300 300 290 290 1.06 -0.34 
Myton 710 780 770 750 740 0.81 -0.40 
Roosevelt 5,420 5,960 5,930 5,790 5,690 0.90 -0.41 
Rest of CCD 7,300 8,020 8, 000 7,810 7,660 0.92 -0.43 

Emery County 14,060 14,840 15,080 14,730 14,550 — 0.70 -0.36 

Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD 9,770 10,490 10,600 10,380 £10,200 0.82 -0.38 
Castle Dale 2,650 2,900 3,000 2,900 2,850 t.22 O31 
Cleveland 580 610 620 | 610 600 0.67 -0.33 
Elmo 350 380 380 370 360 0.83 -0.54 
Huntington 2,850 3,000 3,000 2,900 2,850 0.51 -0.51 
Orangeville 1,870 2,000 © 2,000 2,000 1,970 0.67 -0.15 
Unincorp. Areas 1,470 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,570 0.85 -0.19 

Emery~Ferron CCD 3, 280 3,210 3,310 3,180 3,180 0.10 -0.40 
Clawson 270 260 260 250 250 -0.38 -0.39 
Emery 480 480 490 480 480 0.21 -0.21 
Ferron 2,250 2,200 2, 300 2,200 2,200 0.22 -0.44 
Unincorp. Areas 280 270 260 250 250 -0.74 -0.39 

Green River CCD 1,010 1,140 1,170 1,170 1,170 1.48 0 
Green River 870 980 1,000 _ 1,000 1,000 1.40 0 
Unincorp. Areas ° 140 160 170 170 170 1.96 0 
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Table 2.4 (Cont'd) 





Average Annual 





Population Projections, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County /Community? 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Garfield County 4,300 4,600 4,800 4,990 5,210 1.10 0.82 
Escalante CCD 940 950 970 970 990 0.31 0.20 
Boulder 140 140 140 140 150 0 0.69 
Escalante 800 810 830 830 840 0537 0.12 
Hite CCD 270 270 270 270 270 0 0 
Rest of County 3,090 3,380 3,560 3,750 3,950 1.43 1.04 
Grand County 7,800 8,250 8,460 8, 330 8,500 0.82 0.05 
Thompson CCD 330 350 360 360 370 0.87 0.27 
Rest of County 7,470 7,900 8,100 7,970 8,130 0.81 0.04 
Uintah County 25,720 29,310 29,850 28,970 28,200 1.50 -0.57 
Uintah Ouray CCD 5,070 5,700 5,730 5,570 5,420 P25 -0.55 
Ballard 780 970 980 930 900 2.31 -0.85 
Rest of CCD 4,290 4,730 4,750 4,640 4,520 1.02 -0.50 
Vernal CCD 20,650 23,610 24,120 23,400 22,780 in37 -0.57 
Naples 3,030 3,460 3,540 3,430 3,340 1.57 -0.58 
Vernal 9,290 11,070 11,370 10,940 10,650 2.04 -0.65 
Rest of CCD 8, 330 9,080 9,210 9,030 8,790 1.01 -0.47 
Wayne County 2,130 2,340 2,570 2,740 2,930 1.90 1332 
Hanksville CCD 340 430 480 520 570 3.51 ifs 
Rest of County 1,790 1,910 2,090 pe ea 2,360 1.56 £122 


“Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bcensus County Division (CCD). 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office 
(June 1983). 
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Table 2.5 Baseline Household Projections by 
County and Community® (1985-2005) 





Average Annual 








Household Projections, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County /Community? 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995=2005 
Carbon County 9,460 10,850 11,300 11,520 11,700 1473 0.35 

East Carbon CCD 670 500 460 430 410 -3.69 -1.14 
East Carbon 500°: 5380 350 330 310 “3.500 =I, 21 
Sunnyside 160 120 110 100 100 -3.68 -0.95 
Unincorp. Areas 5 4 3 3 3 -4,98 0 

Helper CCD 1,880 2,060 2,110 2,130 2,170 1.16 0.28 
Helper 1,110 1,220 1,250 1,260 1,280 1.19 0.23 
Scofield 40 40 50 50 50 2026 0 
Unincorp. Areas 730 800 810 820 840 1.05 0.36 

Price CCD 6,910 8,290 8,730 8,960 9,120 2.3/7 0.43 
Hiawatha 70 80 80 80 80 1.34 0 
Price 4,250 5,130 5,470 | 5,690 5,790 2.56 0.57 
Wellington 680 820 860 880 900 2.38 0.46 
Unincorp. Areas 1,910 2,260 2,320 2,310 2,350 1.96 0.13 

Duchesne County 5,260 5,370 5,340 5,400 5,480 0.15 0.26 

Duchesne CCD 1,210 1,030 1,050 1,080 1,100 -1.41 0.47 
Duchesne City 720 610 620 640 650 -1.48 0.47 
Rest of CCD 490 420 430 440 450 -1.30 0.46 

Roosevelt CCD 4,050 4,350 4,290 4,320 4,380 0.58 0.21 
Altamont 60 80 80 80 80 2.92 0 
Myton 200 210 210 210 210 0.49 0 
Roosevelt 1,600 1,720 1,700 1,710 1,730 0.61 0.18 
Rest of CCD 2,190 2,330 2, 300 2,320 2,360 0.49 0.26 

Emery County 3,920 4,030 4,070 4,030 3,970 0.38 -0.25 

Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD 2,720 2,850 2,860 2,830 2,780 0.50 -0.28 
Castle Dale 730 790 800 790 780 0.92 0525 
Cleveland 160 170 LTR 170 160 0.61 -0.60 
Elmo 100 100 100 100 100 0 0 
Huntington 790 810 800 790 780 0.13 bag barra) 
Orangeville 520 540 550 540 530 0.56 -0.37 
Unincorp. Areas 420 440 440 440 430 0.47 -0,23 

Emery-Ferron CCD 930 870 880 870 870 -0.55 =~ 511 
Clawson ' 80 70 70 70 70 -Pi33 0 
Emery 140 130 130 130 130 -0./74 0 
Ferron 630 600 610 600 600 ~0.32 -0.17 
Unincorp. Areas 80 70 70 70 70 -1 533 0 

Green River CCD 270 310 330 330 320 2.03 =~O531 
Green River 230 270 280 280 270 1.99 —..36 


Unincorp. Areas 40 40 50 50 50 2.26 ; 0 


S1 


Table 2.5 (Cont'd) 
POM Det 5 tt llth ll al ean as 


Average Annual 


Household Projections, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County /Community? 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
a 
Garfield County 1,440 1,540 1,610 1,670 1,740 Pers 0.78 
Escalante CCD 320 320 330 330 330 0.31 0 
Boulder 50 50 50 50 50 0 0 
Escalante 270 270 280 280 280 0.36 0 
Hite CCD 90 90 90 90 90 0 0 
Rest of County 1,030 1,130 1,190 1,250 1,320 1.45 1.04 
Grand County 2,600 2,790 2,850 2,790 2,870 0.92 0.07 
Thompson CCD 110 120 120 120 130 0.87 0.80 
Rest of County 2,490 2,670 2,730 2,670 2,740 0.92 0.04 
Uintah County 7,620 8,450 8,530 8,540 8,610 rt3 0.09 
Uintah Ouray CCD 1,500 1,640 1,640 1,640 1,660 0.90 0.12 
Ballard 230 280 280 270 280 1.99 0 
Rest of CCD 1,270 1,360 1,360 1,370 1,380 0.69 0.14 
Vernal CCD 6,120 6,810 6,890 6,900 6,950 1.19 0.09 
Naples 900 1,000 1,010 1,010 1,020 1.16 0.10 
Vernal 2,750 3,190 3,250 3,230 3,250 1.68 0 
Rest of CCD 2,470 2,620 2,630 2,660 2,680 0.63 0.19 
Wayne County 680 750 820 890 940 1.89 1.38 
Hanksville CCD 120 140 150 170 180 2 426 1.84 
Rest of County 560 610 670 720 760 1.81 1.27 


“Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bcensus County Division (CCD). 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office 
(June 1983). 
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Duchesne County 


The population of Duchesne County would increase 43% between 1980 and 
2005, reaching a total of 17,970 in 2005. All of this growth, as shown in 
Table 2.3, is projected to occur by 1995; the population of the county is 
expected to decline 0.39% annually after 1995. The schooi-age population 
would increase more rapidly than total population between 1985 and 1995, but 
it would decrease more rapidly than total population from 1995 to 2005. 
Alternatively, the retirement-age population is forecast to increase 
throughout the 20-year period by 1.55% to 2.13% annually. 


The Roosevelt CCD is projected to grow 0.91% annually between 1985 and 
1995, but the smaller Duchesne CCD would actually decrease 1.03% annually 
during the same period (Table 2.4). In 1995 through 2005, the population of 
each CCD would decrease by less than half of a percent annually. The cities 
of Duchesne and Roosevelt, as well as the other areas of the county, are 
expected to follow the pattern of their respective CCDs. 


Household growth would be less than population growth in Duchesne 
County between 1985 and 1995. This is illustrated in Table 2.5. The 
Roosevelt CCD is projected to increase 0.58% annually while the Duchesne CCD 
would decrease 1.41% annually through 1995. But unlike the decrease in county 
population that is projected after 1995, the number of households would 
increase in both the Roosevelt CCD (0.21% annually) and the Duchesne CCD 
(0.47% annually). Again, the cities of Duchesne and Roosevelt and the other 
areas of the county are expected to follow the pattern of their respective 
CCDs. 


Emery County 


Table 2.2 indicates that the Emery County population would increase 
from 14,060 in 1985 to 14,550 in 2005. Most of the 27% increase between 1985 
and 2005 is projected to take place by 1990. The population of the county is 
expected to reach a peak of 15,080 in 1995 and would decline by 0.36% annually 
after 1995. School-age population would grow more rapidly than the total 
population through 1995, at which time it would drop 0.87% annually in the 
next five years and remain constant through 2005. After an increase of 10 
people between 1985 and 1990, retirement-age population is forecast to 
decrease to 860 in 2005. . 


The most rapid growth in population is projected to occur in the Green 
River CCD (Table 2.4). The city of Green River would grow 1.40% annually 
between 1985 and 1995, and the unincorporated areas would increase 1.964% 
annually during the same period. The population of the Green River CCD is 
projected to remain constant from 1995 until 2005. The Castle Dale-Huntington 
CCD would grow somewhat more rapidly than the Emery-Ferron CCD through 1995, 
although neither CCD would grow by more than 1% annually. There is projected 
to be considerable variation in the population changes in the cities of these 
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two CCDs between 1985 and 1995; the difference would range from a 1.25% annual 
increase in Castle Dale to a 0./4% decline in the unincorporated areas of the 
Emery~Ferron CCD. The populations of the Castle Dale-Huntington CCD and the 
Emery-Ferron CCD are forecast to have annual decreases of 0.38% and 0.40%, 
respectively, after 1995, with little variation expected among the cities. 


The number of households in Emery County is projected to change only 
Slightly, from 3,920 in 1985 to 3,970 in 2005 (Table 2.5). A peak of 4,070 
households would be reached in 1995. This would be followed by a 0.25% annual 
decrease. The change in the number of households would reflect the projected 
change in population in each CCD, with the exception of the 0.55% annual 
decrease in households expected in the Emery-Ferron CCD from 1985 to 1995. 


Garfield County 


The population of Garfield County is forecast to increase 42% between 
1980 and 2005, reaching a total of 5,210 in 2005 (Table 2.3). The greatest 
increase would occur between 1985 and 1995 -- 1.10% annually — but the county 
would continue to grow 0.82% annually from 1995 to 2005. The school-age 
population is projected to increase throughout the period, growing from 1,000 
in 1985 to 1,500 in 2005. However, the retirement-age population would fall 
between 1990 and 2000, but would then increase 0.85% annually from 2000 to 
2005. 


As shown in Table 2.4, the population of the Escalante CCD would 
increase by 30 between 1985 and 1995 and by 20 between 1995 and 2005. With 
the exception of an additional 10 people in Boulder in 2005, all of this 
growth would take place in Escalante. There is forecast to be no change in 
population in the Hite CCD between 1985 and 2005. Most of the growth would 
occur in other parts of the county, where the population would increase 1.43% 
annually from 1985 to 1995 and 1.04% annually from 1995 to 2005. 


The number of households in Garfield County is projected to increase 
from 1,440 in 1985 to 1,740 in 2005 (Table MRP There would be little 
difference between the rate of increase in population and the rate of increase 
in households, even on the community level. There would also be no change in 
the number of households in the Hite CCD, less than a 1% annual change in 
Boulder, Escalante, and the Escalante CCD, and greater than a 1% annual change 
in the rest of the county. 


Grand County 


The population of Grand County is forecast to increase by only 3.14% 
between 1980 and 2005. After a drop between 1980 and 1985, the population 
would grow 0.82% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 0.05% annually from 1995 to 
2005. The school-age population is expected to grow more rapidly than the 
county as a whole; it would increase 3.46% annually between 1985 and 1990 and 
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then would fluctuate for the remaining years until 2005. The retirement-age 
population would be 580 in 1985, and then would fluctuate until 2005 when the 
level would again reach 580 (Table 2.2). 


The Thompson CCD is projected to grow more rapidly than the rest of the 
county: 0.87% annually vs. 0.81% annually from 1985 to 1995, and 0.2/2 
annually vs. 0.04% annually from 1995 to 2005 (see Table 2.4). But since the 
Thompson CCD would account for only 330 of the 7,800 people in the county in 
1985 (4.2%), the additional 40 people in the Thompson CCD in 2005 would be 
insignificant in comparison to the 660 additional people projected for the 
rest of the county in 2005. 


The number of households in Grand County are projected to increase from 
2,600 in 1985 to 2,870 in 2005. The change in the number of households, shown 
in Table 2.5, would closely reflect the projected change in the population. 
One difference would be that the Thompson CCD is expected to grow slightly 
less rapidly than the rest of the county between 1985 and 1995. In both the 
Thompson CCD and the other areas of the county there would be 10 more 
households in 2005 than there were in 1995. 


Uintah County 


The population of Uintah County is forecast to increase from 25,720 in 
1985 to 28,200 in 2005. The county would grow 1.504 annually from 1985 to 
1995, but would then decrease 0.57% annually from 1995 to 2005 (Table 2.4). 
Similarly, school-age population would jump from 6,820 in 1985 to 9,190 in 
1995 and then would decline 10.7% in the following 10 years. Retirement-age 
population is projected to increase at rates that would range from 1.61% 
annually to 3.35% annually between 1985 and 2005. 


The Vernal CCD would grow 1.57% annually from 1985 to 1995. Similarly, 
Naples would grow at the same rate as the CCD as a whole, Vernal would grow 
over 2% annually, and the rest of the county would grow at a 1% annual rate. 
The population of the Uintah Ouray CCD is projected to increase at a slightly 
slower rate between 1985 and 1995: 1.23% annually. Ballard would grow 2.31% 
annually, while the rest of the county would grow 1.02% annually. In the 1995 
to 2005 period, both CCDs are expected to lose over 0.5% of their populations. 
There would be a small variation in the rate of decrease among the cities and 
other areas of the county. 


The number of households in Uintah County is projected to increase from 
7,620 in 1985 to 8,610 in 2005 (Table 2.5). Most of this growth would occur 
during the 1985 to 1995 period. The Vernal and Uintah Ouray CCDs are expected 
to increase at annual rates of 1.19% and 0.90%, respectively. The number of 
households would increase most rapidly in Ballard. Unlike the projected 
decrease in population, the number of households in the county would continue 
to grow after 1995. In no part of the county, however, would this growth be 
greater than 0.20% annually. 


FS 


Wayne County 


Between 1980 and 2005, the population of Wayne County is forecast to 
increase by slightly over 504. This growth would be roughly continuous 
throughout the period, reaching 2,930 in 2005 (Table 2.3). The number of 
school-age children and the retirement-age population would grow at annual 
rates that range from 1.12% to 2.06% between 1985 and 2005. 


The most rapid population growth in the county would occur in the 
Hanksville CCD, which would grow 3.51% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 1.732 
annually from 1995 to 2005. Even by 2005, however, the Hanksville CCD would 
comprise only a quarter of the population in the county. The rest of the 
county is projected to increase at a slightly slower rate between 1985 and 
2005 (Table 2.4). 


The number of households in Wayne County is forecast to increase from 
680 in 1985 to 940 in 2005 (Table 2.5). In the county as a whole, the rate of 
growth in households would be similar to the rate of population growth. But 
the number of households in the Hanksville CCD would increase at a slower rate 
than population, while the number of households in the rest of the county 
would increase at a rate greater than the rate of increase in population. 


2.3 ECONOMIC BASE, EMPLOYMENT, AND INCOME TRENDS 


The primary economic activities in each county are described in this 
subsection. A profile of the historic and current economic base of each 
county, the employment trends in each county since 1970, and the baseline 
employment projections are used to explain the economy of the region (Secs. 
2.3.1 and 2.3.2). The final area of the economy addressed in this section is 
wages and income. A discussion of the average monthly wages and personal 
income — historical and projected — is presented in Sec. 2.3.3. 


2.3.1 Economic Profile of Tar Sands Development Areas 


A narrative description of the economic history of each county and 
community is presented here. The proportion of industrial sectors that would 
potentially support future energy developments is also included. Sectoral 
information for mining, contract construction, and manufacturing in 1981 was 
drawn from recent U.S. Census materiale The number of workers in each county 
in 1981 does not include government employees, railroad employees, and self- 
employed persons. 


Carbon County 


Traditionally, Carbon County has relied heavily on the extensive coal 
industry in the area. The county is well acquainted with the boom and bust 
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cycle of energy development. Price has been the coal capitol of Utah since 
the nineteenth century. The number of working mines near Price has fluctuated 
from 22 in 1910 to 69 in 1949. Most of the coal has been shipped by railroad 
to steel smelting plants on the West Coast. East Carbon, Hiawatha, and 
Sunnyside all developed as company towns for the coal industry. Helper is 
also a coal town, but it is somewhat of a regional center and has a more 
diversified economy. Scofield is an old coal mining community that threatened 
to become a ghost town several years ago. Wellington, unlike the rest of the 
county, is a farming, trade, and residential center. 


Of the 6,040 workers in Carbon County in 1981, 52% were in mining, 
contract construction, or manufacturing. Sixty-one of the 438 business 
establishments in the county in 1981 were in those three sectors. Mining 
establishments were commonly the largest in the county. 5 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County has benefited greatly from the recent development of 
the oil industry in the area. The combination of working oil production 
facilities, support services for the industry, and the anticipation of further 
growth has spurred the economy of the county. Roosevelt has been the 
recipient of much of this growth. It is also the commercial center of the 
county and the main commercial center for members of the Ute tribe. The city 
of Duchesne has been excluded from much of the oil production activity. 
Instead, Duchesne has relied on water projects undertaken by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 


Of the 2,866 workers in Duchesne County in 1981, 41% were employed in 
either mining, contract construction, or manufacturing. Seventy-five of the 
276 business establishments were in one of these three sectors. 


Emery County 


Coal and agriculture have long been the economic base of Emery 
County. The construction of the Castle Dale Power Complex and the Huntington 
Canyon Power Complex by the Utah Power and Light Company during the 1970s 
transformed many of the communities in the area. Originally quiet agriculture 
towns, Huntington, Castle Dale, Orangeville, and Ferron have been greatly 
affected by the increased mining and production of electricity. Cleveland, 
Elmo, and Emery have been changed to a lesser degree. Green River, located on 
Interstate Highway 70 in the eastern part of the county, has become 
increasingly dependent on the considerable tourist trade in the area. 


Of the 3,695 workers in Emery County in 1981, 2,098 were in mining, 
between 500 and 1000 were in contract construction, and between 20 and 100 
were in manufacturing. Therefore, the majority of the work force is currently 
employed in one of the three critical growth sectors. The 143 business 
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establishments in the county in 1981 included six mining establishments, 13 
contract construction establishments, and two manufacturing establishments. 
There was one mining establishment with more than 1,000 employees and one 
contract construction establishment with between 500 and 1,000 employees. 


Garfield County 


Garfield County has retained a diversified, if not extensive, economic 
base, Escalante has traditionally relied on farming, stock raising, and 
lumbering for economic support. In recent years these activities have been 
supplemented by tourism, some oil production, and government employment. 
Boulder continues to rely chiefly on agriculture. Both towns were long 
isolated from the rest of the state. Water limitations and the rugged nature 
of the land itself tend to thwart potential development. 


Of the 471 workers in Garfield County in 1981, fewer than 20 were in 
mining, 38 were in contract construction, and 195 were in manufacturing. 
Twenty-two percent of the business establishments in the county were in one of 
these three sectors. Manufacturing establishments were among the largest in 
the county. 


Grand County 


The uranium boom of the 1950s is still the dominant feature of Grand 
County. The county has grown little before or since and is greatly affected 
by shifts in the uranium industry. Moab is the commercial center of the 
area. Mining, agriculture, and tourism maintain considerable importance in 
the city. The proximity of Canyonlands and Arches National Parks is 
responsible for the strong tourism industry. Much of the surrounding area is 
desolate and void of any economic activity or settlement. 


Of the 1,997 workers in Grand County in 1981, 34% were in either 
mining, contract construction, or manufacturing. Fifty-four of the 227 
business establishments in the county in 1981 were in one of these three 
sectors. Mining establishments were the largest in the county. 


Uintah County 


The development of the oil industry, and the expected development of 
other energy sources, has stimulated extensive growth in Uintah County in 
recent years. A primary beneficiary of this growth has been Vernal, the 
regional center of northeastern Utah. Once important, agriculture has become 
of secondary concern to the city. Numerous energy interests have facilities 
located in Vernal. Ballard and Naples are dependent upon the general growth 
of the area and have no economic base of their own. 
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Of the 5,604 workers in Uintah County in 1981, 34% were in either 
mining, contract construction, or manufacturing. One-fourth of the 52 
business establishments in the county in 1981 were in one of these three 
sectors. 


Wayne County 


Wayne County is one of the poorest counties in Utah. Agriculture has 
been the dominant economic activity in the area. Except for some tourism and 
lumbering, all other economic activity has been delegated to Richfield, 
located northwest of the county. Hanksville has long been one of the most 
isolated communities in Utah. Even with increasing tourism and the portent of 
energy development, Hanksville remains a traditional agricultural community. 


The 182 workers in Wayne County in 1981 included less than 20 in 
contract construction, less than 20 in manufacturing, and none in mining. 
There were three contract construction establishments and one manufacturing 
establishment among the 30 business establishments in the county in 1981. 


feels NS Employment Patterns: Historical and Projected 


Total and sectoral employment patterns are described in Sec. 2.3.2.1, 
while the future employment trends are addressed in Sec. 2.3.2.2. 


Ce etal Employment Sector History 


Table 2.6 shows the historical county employment levels by industrial 
sector for 19/70, 1975, and 1980. The annual employment data by county between 
1970 and 1980 is presented in Appendix C, Tables C.1 through C./7. 


Carbon County 


Total employment in Carbon County increased from 5,390 in 1970 to 9,385 
in: 1980. Growth in the number of employed workers was more than twice as 
rapid between 1975 and 1980 than between 1970 and 1975. Employment in the 
finance, insurance, and real estate sector increased most rapidly between 1970 
and 1975, while employment in the services sector increased most rapidly 
between 1975 and 1980. The number of workers in the mining, contract 
construction, and manufacturing sector grew 126% between 1970 and 1980. 
Mining was the largest sector in 1980, followed by government and wholesale 
and retail trade. 
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Table 2.6 Historical County Employment Levels by 
Industrial Sector (1970-1980)?>> 


a ytd tte 


Average Annual Average Annual 
Sectoral Employment, Compound Sectoral Employment, Compound 
by Year Percent Change by Year Percent Change 


Industry Sector 1970 =1975 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 US 7 Oe elon 1980 1970-19755 "1975-1980 


PO NE I ~~ SR ea ea 


Carbon County 3 Duchesne County 

Agriculture 249 214 226 -2.98 1.10 797 741 733 -1.45 —0.22 
Mining 987 1,350 2.323 6.46 11.49 269 1,060 1,071 3h S56 0.21 
Contract 
Construction 128 220 338 5.57 8.97 NA 158 210 -<¢ 5.86 
Manufacturing 187 276 281 8.10 0.36 52 93 174 12535 13.35 
Transportation, 
Communication, 
and Utilities 460 455 650 -0.22 7.39 85 169 238 14.73 7.09 
Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 922 1,190 1,762 5.24 8.17 299 815 893 22e2k 1.84 
Finance, 
Insurance, and 
Real Estate 4135 277 242 15.46 -2.67 NA 80 81 -¢ 0.25 
Services 464 567 1,083 4.09 13.82 211 228 298 1.56 5550 
Government 1,388 1,408 1,828 0.29 5.36 571 792 L097 6.76 S75 
Nonfarm 
Proprietors 470 508 650 Looe 5.05 249 564 837 1776 8.22 

Total 5,390 6,465 9,385 S500) 7.74 2,656 4,700 5,632 12.09 3.68 

Emery County Garfield County 

Agriculture 452 468 464 0.70 -0.17 281 237 236 -3.35 -0.08 
Mining 366 1,061 2,105 23.72 14.69 NA 39 210 -¢ 40.03 
Contract 5 
Construction NA 587 522 -¢ -2.32 34 24 379 -6.73 73.65 
Manufacturing NA NA 22 -<¢ -¢ 204 217 248 ee ae ae eb | 
Transportation, 
Communication, 
and Utilities 34 152 313 34.92 27.54 46 49 85 129 11.65 
Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 161 245 335 8.76 6.46 £27 154 125 3093 -4.09 
Finance, 
Insurance, and 
Real Estate NA NA 65 -¢ -¢ NA 15 16 -¢ 1.30 
Services 63 205 225 26.61 1.88 220 278 266 4.79 -0.88 
Government 370 350 716 -1.,11 15.39 330 346 457 0.95 Sere 
Nonfarm 
Proprietors 204 233 485 2.69 15.79 166 130 157 -4.77 3.85 


Total 1,825 3,326 5,452 12.75 10.39 x) es eS es 0.80 7.91 
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Table 2.6 (Cont'd) 


Average Annual Average Annual 


Sectoral Employment, Compound Sectoral Employment, Compound 
by Year Percent Change by Year Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1970 1975 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 1970 1975 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 


Grand County Uintah County 





Agriculture 70 79 75 2.45 -1.03 751 622 635 -3.70 - 0.41 
Mining 499 423 736 ee Se, 11.71 711 1,064 1,607 8.40 8.60 
Contract 
Construction 163 206 345 4.79 10.86 180 287 270 9.78 =lazl 
Manufacturing 81 83 69 0.49 -3.63 249 287 181 2.88 -8.81 
Transportation, 
Communication, 
and Utilities 186 224 245 3.79 1.81 177 503 611 23.23 3.97 
Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 401 607 809 8.64 Seok 711 1,176 1,408 10.59 3.67 
Finance, 
Insurance, and 
Real Estate 53 59 88 PN 8.32 74 107 156 7.65 7.83 
Services 343 368 401 1.42 LD 548 1,066 1,459 14.23 6.48 
Government 439 420 579 -0.88 6.63 860 993 1,152 2.92 3.02 
Nonfarm 
Proprietors 238 270 349 2.56 5027 342 617 674 12.53 1.78 
Total 2,473 2,739 3,696 2.06 6.18 4,603 6,722 8,153 7.8/7 3.94 
Wayne County 
Agriculture 205 195 191 -1.00 -0.41 
Mining NA NA 9 -¢ -<¢ 
Contract 
Construction NA NA 84 -¢ -¢ 
Manufacturing NA NA 37 -¢ -¢ 
Transportation, 
Communication, 
and Utilities NA NA 3 -¢ -¢ 
Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 37 39 42 1.06 1.49 
Finance, 
Insurance, and 
Real Estate NA NA 12 -°¢ -¢ 
Services 31 NA 31 -¢ -¢ 
Government 174 211 207 3.93 -0.38 
Nonfarm 
Proprietors 89 114 152 5.08 Deve 
Total 579 672 768 3.02 Par T hey 
8Totals may not add due to rounding. DNA - not available. “Undefined. 


Source: 


Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reports (1970-1980), and U.S. Department 


of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Duchesne County 


Duchesne County had a total employment of ey oes ASRS Se ET Ry ee 4 
increase since 1970. Total employment grew 12.09% annually between 1970 and 
1975, but only 3.68% annually in the subsequent five year period. Nonfarm 
proprietors was the fastest growing sector between 19/0 and 1975, while 
manufacturing was the fastest growing sector between 1975. .and ...1980. 
Employment in the mining, contract construction, and manufacturing sectors 
totaled 1,455 in 1980. No data were available for those sectors in 19/0. 
Government, mining, and wholesale and retail trade were the largest sectors in 
1980. 


Emery County 


The total employment of 5,452 in Emery County in 1980 was a 199% 
increase since 1970. The number of workers grew over 10% annually throughout 
the period. The most rapid growth was in the transportation, communication, 
and utilities sector, which increased 34.92% annually between 1970 and 1975 
and 27.54% annually between 1975 and 1980. Employment in the mining sector 
jumped from 366 in 1970 to 2,105 in 1980. Employment in the contract 
construction and manufacturing sectors totaled 544 in 1980, but no data were 
available for those sectors in 1970. Mining had 1,389 more employees than 
government in 1980, the next largest sector in the county. 


Garfield County 


Agricultural employment in Garfield County decreased from 281 in 1970 
to 236 in 1980. This decline occurred between 1970 and 1974. Employment in 
the county fluctuated between 1974 and 1980. The largest increase in the 
county between 1970 and 1975 was in the services sector, while the largest 
increase between 1975 and 1980 was in the contract construction sector. 
Employment in the contract construction and manufacturing sectors was 238 in 
1970. In 1980, employment in the mining, contract construction, and 
manufacturing sectors numbered 837. Government and contract construction were 
the largest sectors in 1980. 


Grand County 


Grand County had a total employment of 3,696 in 1980, a 49% increase 
since 1970. Employment in the county increased 2.06% annually between 1970 
and 1975 and 6.18% annually between 1975 and 1980. The wholesale and retail 
trade sector increased most rapidly between 1970 and 1975, while the mining 
sector increased most rapidly between 1975 and 1980. The total of 1,150 
workers in the combined mining, contract construction, and manufacturing 
sectors represented a 55% increase since 1970. Wholesale and retail trade, 
mining, and government were the largest sectors in 1980. 
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Uintah County 


Uintah County had a total employment of 8,153 in 1980, a /7/% increase 
since 1980. Growth in employment was twice as rapid between 19/70 and 1975 
than between 1975 and 1980. The transportation, communication, and utilities 
sector increased most rapidly between 1970 and 1975, while the mining sector 
increased most rapidly between 1975 and 1980. Employment in the mining, 
contract construction, and manufacturing sectors increased a total of 2,058, 
or 81% increase since 1970. Mining, services, and wholesale and retail trade 
were the largest sectors in 1980. 


Wayne County 


Total employment in Wayne County increased from 579 in 1970 to /68 in 
1980. The growth in employment was relatively constant —- about 3% annually 
-- throughout the period. The nonfarm proprietors sector increased most 
rapidly between 1970 and 1975 and between 1975 and 1980. Employment in the 
mining, contract construction, and manufacturing sectors totaled 130 in 
1980. No data were available for these sectors in 1980. Government, 
agriculture, and nonfarm proprietors were the largest sectors in 1980. 


Za elek Projections of Baseline Employment 


The baseline employment projections describe the future of the counties 
based on the existing and future economic structure and the changing 
demographic characteristics of the population. The projections are not a 
prediction of the future but rather an attempt to depict the likely direction 
of current trends in the area without tar sands development. Characteristic 
of the baseline projections are declining rates of growth over time. It is 
assumed that with a given economic structure, an area will begin to stabilize 
as its economy matures. Under these conditions, accelerated growth would 
require increases in the basic employment sectors that would change the 
economic structure of the area. The Utah Process Economic and Demographic 
Impact Projection Model (UPED) and the Spatial Allocation Model (SAM) were 
applied in making the baseline projections (see Sec. 1.4 and Appendix A). 


Obviously a recession of the magnitude experienced in 1981-82 will have 
an impact on the baseline projections for Utah. The projections presented 
herein were produced for the State of Utah* before the severity of the 1981-82 
national recession and its full impact on the state of Utah became apparent. 
These projections assume that the national recession would have ended in 1982 
and that recovery would occur during 1983 and that 1983 would be a growth 


*The projections were prepared by the State of Utah, Office of the State 
Planning Coordinator. 
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year. The projections also assume that the recession will have no permanent 
deleterious structural effect on the energy and minerals industries in the 
state or on the economy in general. The validity of this assumption cannot be 
determined until a national recovery is well under way. 


Figure 2.18 illustrates the change in baseline employment projected 
between 1980 and 2005. It is evident from this figure that all counties are 
projected to experience some employment growth between 1980 and 2005. The 
fastest rate of increase appears to be 1980 and 1985 for most counties. 
However, Carbon and Uintah counties are expected to remain on an almost 
continuous growth trend throughout the period, while the other counties are 
forecast to have relatively little change between 1985 and 2005 -- less than 
1% annually in most cases. A detailed description of the baseline employment 
projections by industrial sector for each county is presented and discussed 
below. 


Carbon County 


In Carbon County, the baseline projections of employment assume a rapid 
growth in coal production between 1980 and 1990. Recent layoffs in the 
industry make it appear that the short term projections might have been 


16000 oe © Carbon (71%) 
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ic : 
© 
= 
= 
2 
a 8000 
£ ° 5 ~ 5 > Duchesne (26%) 
5 <A —o— w . 7 Emery (26%) 
ae 
12 
4000 < ; ° © Grand (9%) 
: . 0 © Garfield (0%) 
: 5 ° © Wayne (77%) 
0 


1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Window Years 


Fig. 2.18 Baseline Projections of Total Employment by County, 
1980-2005 (1980-2005 percent change in parentheses) 


as, 


overstated. It is still too early to tell whether or not the longer-term 
projections for the coal industry have been overstated. The projects that 
would create the demand for the coal are described under Emery County. After 
1990, coal production is assumed to remain stable. Other sectors which would 
drive growth in the local economy are assumed to follow historical paths 
throughout the projection period. 


Carbon County is projected to have the second largest growth in 
employment in the region. The total employment of 16,020 in 2005 would be a 
71% increase over 1980 and 31% greater than the projected 1985 level. The 
annual rate of growth would be 2.05% from 1985 to 1995 and 0.66% from 1995 to 
2005 (Table 2.7). The most rapid increase is expected to occur in the 
finance, insurance, and real estate sector, which would increase 3.13% 
annually between 1985 and 1995 and 1.87% annually between 1995 and 2005. 
Wholesale and retail trade would be the largest employment sector in the 
county in 2005, followed by government and mining. 


Table 2.7 Baseline Employment Projections by Industrial 
Sector -- Carbon County (1985-2005)? 








Sectoral Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 230 230 230 240 240 0 0.43 
Mining 2,460 2,860 2,860 2,860 2,860 1.52 0 
Contract Construction 490 550 590 610 630 1.87 0.66 
Manufacturing 320 360 390 420 450 2.00 1.44 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 920 970 1,100 1,200 1,250 1.80 1.29 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 2,260 2,590 2,890 3,090 3,300 2.49 1.34 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 360 430 490 540 590 3.13 1.87 
Services 1,580. 1,890 2,090 2,190 2,300 2.84 0.96 
Government 2,470 2,880 2,970 2,970 3,000 1.86 du00.10 
Nonfarm Proprietors 21 SO} Ps 290) 15390 1,390 1,400 1.91 0.07 
Total 12,240 14,050 15,000 15,510 16,020 2.05 0.66 





@Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Duchesne County 


In Duchesne County, basic employment in the oil and gas industry is 
projected to increase during the 1980s, albeit at slower rates of growth than 
were evidenced during the seventies. Oil and gas employment did increase 
Significantly during the first few years of the 1980s, but currently oil and 
gas activity has slowed. How long the industry will stay depressed cannot yet 
be foreseen. In the baseline projections, the oil and gas industry is 
Projected to reach maturity in 1990 and remain constant thereafter. Very 
little change is anticipated in other basic sectors in the baseline 
projections. 


Total employment in Duchesne County is projected to increase 26% 
between 1980 and 2005. Total employment is expected to fluctuate somewhat 
from 1985 to 2005; at no time would the change be more than 1% annually. 
Table 2.8 shows that the nonfarm proprietors sector would increase most 
rapidly: 1.99% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 2.45% annually from 1995 to 
2005. Mining would be the largest sector in 2005, but the number of employees 
in the sector (1,720) would not change between 1990 and 2005. Government, 


Table 2.8 Baseline Employment Projections by Industrial 
Sector -- Duchesne County (1985-2005) 


I ae ee ne ee Se 


Sectoral Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) _ Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
rat oo aa nn NA 
Agriculture 510 460 420 380 350 -1.92 -1.69 
Mining a5920 WA157208°11;720'. 1,720 1,720 1.94 0 
Contract Construction 1,050 420 280 280 270 -12.38 -0.36 
Manufacturing 140 140 140 140 140 0 0 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 220 220 230 220 220 0.45 -0.22 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 1,170 1,210 Py 20s 1,190 1,170 0.30 -0.29 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 130 140 150 150 140 1.44 -0.35 
Services 470 500 520 520 510 1.02 -0.10 
Government 1,330 1,480 1,480 1,430 1,370 1.07 -0.77 
Nonfarm Proprietors 780 850 950 1,070 1,210 1.99 2.45 
Total 7,220 7,140 7,100 7,100 7,100 -0.17 0 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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nonfarm proprietors, and wholesale and retail trade would also employ over 
1,000 workers each. 


Emery County 


The baseline projections in Emery County assume a /1% increase in coal 
production between 1980 and 1990. But recent layoffs in the industry would 
tend to indicate that the short-term projections might have been overstated. 
It is not yet possible to determine whether or not the longer-term projections 
for the coal industry have been overstated. After 1990, coal production is 
assumed to remain stable. The demand for coal is created primarily by the 
development of the first two units of the Intermountain Power Project and 
units 3 and 4 of the Hunter Power Plant complex. The Utah Power and Light's 
power plant construction plans include units 3 and 4 of the Hunter Power 
Plant. Unit 3 is assumed to be completed on schedule in 1983. The Hunter 
Unit 4 is assumed to be delayed three years from its original schedule; 
construction would begin in 1985 with completion scheduled for 1987. Other 
sectors of the local economy are assumed to follow historical paths throughout 
the projection period. 


Total employment in Emery County is projected to increase 264 between 
1980 and 2005. Table 2.9 shows that this growth would occur at a 0.064 rate 
between 1985 and 1990, and 0.16% annually thereafter. The most rapid growth 
from 1985 to 1995 is expected to be in the manufacturing sector, while the 
most rapid growth from 1995 to 2005 would be in the services sector. Of the 
6,880 employees projected to be in the county in 2005, 2,500 would be working 
in the mining sector. MTransportation, communication, and utilities would be 
the next largest sector with 880 employees in 2005. 


Garfield County 


Much interest and discussion has centered around coal development in 
the Alton fields and the use of this coal to fire the proposed Allen Power 
Plant near Las Vegas, Nevada. This project is currently on hold and must 
overcome several obstacles before it becomes a reality. Because of the 
uncertainty associated with this project, and because coal development has 
historically not been a significant part of the economic structure of the 
area, Alton coal development or any associated power plant development was not 
included in the baseline projections. Uranium mining at Ticaboo in eastern 
Garfield County is assumed to remain constant until 1985, at late 1982 
depressed levels, when it is assumed to increase to its early 1982 levels and 
remain constant thereafter. Tourism and trade are assumed to continue to be 
the driving force behind any growth in Garfield County under the baseline 
conditions. Growth in these industries is assumed to follow historical 
patterns. Agriculture is assumed to decline over the projection period, 
consistent with historical trends. Commuting patterns, as identified from 
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Table 2.9 Baseline Employment Projections by Industrial 
Sector —- Emery County (1985-2005) 








Sectoral Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture | 360 360 360 370 370 0 0.27 
Mining 2,460 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 0.16 0 
Contract Construction 850 440 470 480 500 -5.75 0.62 
Manufacturing 40 50 50 50 50 2.26 0 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 720 820 840 860 880 1.55 0.47 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 630 670 700 700 730 1.06 0.42 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 60 60 70 70 70 1.55 0 
Services 340 380 400 430 450 1.64 1.18 
Government 770 840 840 810 800 0.87 -0.49 
Nonfarm Proprietors 500 530 540 530 530 0.77 -0.19 
Total 6,730 6,650 6,770 6,800 6,880 0.06 0.16 





®Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


employers and other primary data sources, are assumed to remain fairly 
constant. 


Total employment in Garfield County is forecast to decrease slightly 
(-0.41%) between 1980 and 2005. A drop in employment is shown to occur in 
Table 2.10 between 1980 and 1985, followed by a roughly 1% annual increase 
from 1985 to 2005. The most rapid increase would occur in the wholesale and 
retail trade sector and the finance, insurance, and real estate sectors. 
Employment in each of those sectors is projected to increase 50% between 1985 
and 2005. Government, nonfarm proprietors, and wholesale and retail trade 
would be largest employment sectors in the county in 2005, according to these 
projections. 


Grand County 


Uranium mining has formed the economic base of Grand County for several 
decades and has been the source of historical boom periods for the county. 
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Table 2.10 Baseline Employment Projections by Industrial 
Sector -- Garfield County (1985-2005)# 


Sectoral Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985, 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 180 170 160 150 160 —Veit 0 
Mining 230 240 240 250 260 0.43 0.80 
Contract Construction 70 70 70 70 70 0 0 
Manufacturing 180 190 210 230 240 1.55 1.34 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 90 90 90 100 100 0 1.06 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 200 230 260 290 300 2.66 1.44 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 20 30 30 30 30 4.14 0 
Services 240 250 260 270 290 0.80 1.10 
Government 350 370 380 390 410 0.83 0.76 
Nonfarm Proprietors 220 240 270 300 310 2.07 1.39 
Total 1,780 1,880 1,970 2,080 2,170 1.02 0.97 


“Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


This industry also has experienced periods of decline, which is the current 
state of the industry; the price of processed uranium ore fell from $42 per 
pound in 1978 to about $27 per pound in 1981. Uranium production and 
employment are assumed to remain at their 1982 depressed levels through the 
year 2000. This assumption was developed from information gathered from local 
planners, industry representatives, and national uranium production forecasts. 
Oil and gas development was assumed to grow at a 2.4% annual rate throughout 
the 1980s and remain stable thereafter. Other primary sectors, such as 
tourism, are assumed to follow historical paths throughout the projection 
period. 


Total employment in the county is forecast to increase 9% between 1980 
and 2005. After a slight drop between 1980 and 1985, employment is projected 
to increase by less than 1% annually from 1985 through 2005 (Table 2.11). The 
transportation, communication, and utilities sector would increase more 
rapidly than any other sector between 1985 and 2005, but it is expected to 
decrease 4.18% annually between 1995 and 2005. The services sector would grow 
most rapidly between 1995 and 2005. In 2005, wholesale and retail trade, 
government, and mining would be the largest employment sectors in the county. 
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Table 2.11 Baseline Employment Projections by Industrial 
Sector —- Grand County (1985-2005)4 








Sectoral Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 180 190 190 190 190 0.54 0 
Mining 430 430 430 430 650 0 4.22 
Contract Construction 210 220 230 240 250 0.91 0.84 
Manufacturing 90 90 90 90 100 0 1.06 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 390 430 460 480 300 1.66 -4.18 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 660 690 700 700 740 0.59 0.56 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 80 90 90 90 100 1.18 1.06 
Services 430 480 500 530 570 1.52 1.32 
Government 620 670 680 670 660 0.93 -0.30 
Nonfarm Proprietors 440 450 460 460 470 0.45 0.22 
Total ‘ 3,530 3,740 3,830 3,880 4,030 0.82 0.51 





®Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Uintah County 


In Uintah County, basic employment in the oil and gas industry is 
projected to increase during the 1980s at slower rates of growth than were 
evidenced during the seventies. Oil and gas employment did increase 
significantly during the early part of the 1980s, but currently oil and gas 
activity has slowed. How long the industry will remain depressed cannot yet 
be foreseen. In the baseline projections, the oil and gas industry is 
projected to reach maturity in 1990 and remain constant thereafter. The 
construction of the Bonanza Power Plant would create a small peaking of 
employment in 1984 and is expected to contribute to the increase in basic 
employment as the plant moves into the operations phase. Construction of 
portions of the Central Utah Project are also assumed in the baseline. The 
Central Utah Project would provide 800 jobs through 1985, declining to less 
than 200 by 1990, Very little change is anticipated in the other basic 
sectors included in the baseline employment projections. 
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Employment in Uintah County is projected to total 11,/10 in 2005, a 42% 
increase since 1980. All of this growth is forecast to occur by 1995, and the 
county would experience a slight decline in growth from 1995. to 2005 
(-0.16%). Nonfarm proprietors would be the fastest growing sector, increasing 
2.00% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 1.90% annually from 1995 to 2005. In 
Table 2.12, mining is shown to account for 2,890 of the employees expected to 
be in the county in 2005. Government, services, and wholesale and retail 
trade would employ over 1,800 workers each. 


Wayne County 


The economic base of Wayne County consists of agriculture and 
government employment. Agricultural employment is assumed to remain constant 
through the projection period. Basic employment in government is assumed to 
grow slightly through the projection period, consistent with historical growth 
rates. 


Table 2.12 Baseline Employment Projections by Industrial 
Sector -- Uintah County (1985-2005)? 


a 





Sectoral Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 430 380 350 320 300 -2.04 -1.53 
Mining 2,440 2,900 2,890 2,890 2,890 1.71 0 
Contract Construction 380 400 400 400 400 0.51 0 
Manufacturing 400 400 410 400 400 0.24 -0.25 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 690 720 740 740 720 0.70 -0.27 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 1,740 1,860 1,870 1,840 1,800 0.72 -0.38 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 180 200 200 200 200 1.06 0 
Services 1,730 1,840 1,870 1,860 1,830 0.78 -0.22 
Government 1,760 2,090 2,110 2,000 1,890 1.83 -1.10 
Nonfarm Proprietors 870 970 1,060 1,180 1,280 2.00 1,90 
Total 10,620 11,760 11,900 11,830 £11,710 1.14 -0.16 





®Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Wayne County is forecast to have the fastest employment growth, in 
percentage terms, of any county in the region. Total employment is projected 
to be 1,360 in 2005, a 77% increase from 1980 (Table 2.13). All sectors 
except agriculture, services, and finance, insurance, and real estate would 
increase by at least 1.5% annually between 1985 and 1995. Similarly, 7 of the 
10 sectors are expected to increase by at least 1% annually between 1995 and 
2005. The government sector would employ 430 workers in 2005, the most of any 
sector in the county. 


2.3.3 ‘Trends.in Monthly Wages and Personal Income 


This section discusses the average monthly wages by sector and county, 
and the total and per capita income by county. Also included is a projection 
of total personal income between the years 1985 and 2005. All data are 
provided in constant 1980 dollars (1980 $). 


Table 2.13 Baseline Employment Projections by Industrial 
Sector -- Wayne County (1985-2005)# 


eee 


Sectoral Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
SUED Eninrreememreememneenmeeee reece ee a ee 
Agriculture 170 170 170 170 190 0 1,12 
Mining 30 30 40 50 50 2.92 2.26 
Contract Construction 130 140 160 190 210 2.10 2.51 
Manufacturing 30 40 40 40 50 2.92 2.26 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 2 2 3 3 3 4.14 0 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 50 60 60 70 80 1.84 2.92 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 20 20 20 20 20 0 0 
Services 30 30 30 30 30 0 0 
Government 290 330 360 390 430 2.19 1.79 
Nonfarm Proprietors 210 230 250 280 300 1.76 1.84 
Total 960 1,050 1,130 1,240 1,360 1.64 1.87 


8Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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2.3.3.1 Average Monthly Wages by Sector and County (1975-1980) 


The average monthly wages for each major nonagricultural employment 
sector are provided in Table 2.14 by county. Only the 1980 wage level is 
presented with the 1975-1980 growth rate; Table B.8 in Appendix B contains the 
annual data. 


The mining; construction; and transportation, communications, and 
utilities sectors have shown the highest average wage levels during the 19/5- 
1980 time period. Under the baseline projections and proposed scenario 
developments, increased employment would be primarily concentrated in the 
mining and construction sectors. Each sector is briefly described below. 


Mining 


Overall, mining paid the highest wages of any industrial sector in the 
area through 1980. The highest wages in mining were found in Carbon ($1,980 
per month) and Emery ($1,966 per month) counties. Garfield County was the 
lowest by a fair margin, with an average monthly wage of only $1,346 in 1980. 


Significant annual increases occurred in both Wayne and Uintah counties 
between 1975 and 1980. The annual rates were 18.52% and 14.81%, respectively. 
It should be noted, however, that both of these counties had very low average 
monthly wages in 1975. Thus, the large percentage increase was possible. 
Duchesne (0.49%) and Grand (2.52%) had the lowest annual increases. All 
counties experienced steady growth in wages throughout the period except 
Duchesne, where wages dropped from $2,084 in 1978 to $1,834 in 1980. For 
Duchesne County this $2,084 was the highest average monthly wage paid in the 
mining sector during the five year period. 


Contract Construction 


Emery County had by far the highest wage level in this sector, with an 
average monthly wage of $2,410 in 1980. This figure was almost $700 over the 
next highest ($1,769 in Wayne County) and was over double the lowest wage in 
the region ($1,071 in Garfield County). 


It should be noted that although Garfield County had the lowest average 
monthly wage of all counties in this sector in 1980, this wage was 66% higher 
than the wage level that existed in 19/75. Emery County also showed a dramatic 
increase in the level of contract construction wages paid during the period 
with an annual increase of 8.65% (an increase of 65% over the five year 
period). Grand County realized the least increase in contract construction 
-wages with an annual increase of 2.17%. 


Table 2.14 Average Monthly Nonagricultural Wages by Industrial Sector 
and County: 1980 and Rate of Change (1980 $) 


SS ee ee ee SS SPS ee 


Carbon County Duchesne County Emery County Garfield County Grand County Uintah County Wayne County 
Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual 
4 Change® % Change® % Change® % Change® % Change® % Change® % Change* 
Industry Sector 1980 1975-1980 1980 1975-1980 1980 1975-1980 1980 1975-1980 1980 1975-1980 1980 1975-1980 1980 1975-1980 
a en ee eS eee 
Mining 1,980 8.23 1,834 0.49 1,966 9.49 1,346 5.63 1,601 2652 1,754 14.81 1,461 18.52 
Contract 
Construction 1,401 5.80 1,570 4.62 2,410 8.65 1,071 8.79 1,702 2.17 1,244 4.41 1,769 -b 
Manufacturing 820 4.83 1,365 7.23 882 a 972 8.99 714 -6.48 988 7.45 381 = 
Transportation, 
Communication, 
and Utilities 1,725 8.49 1,615 Se l2 1,777 11.62 1,214 5.98 1,279 -2.58 1 321 8.18 906 -b 
Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 775 8.50 708 0.21 490 5.82 420 7.78 796 -1.84 883 5.46 337 6.42 
Finance, Insurance, 
and Real Estate 849 2.32 875 0.68 806 -b 833 12.77 973 2.46 917 -b 1,844 -b 
Services 704 10.11 787 0 716 13.44 640 . 14.70 662 1.18 983 8.70 431 _b 
Government 855 4.97 809 -2.64 842 6.11 828 4.55 1,054 0.24 1,041 7.30 794 6.44 


®Computed as the compound average annual percent change. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from the Utah Department of Employment Security, selected Annual Reports (1975-1980). 
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Finally, Emery County was the only county which showed a _ steady 
increase in construction wages over the five year period. All other counties 
experienced increases and decreases from year to year. (See Table B.8 in 
Appendix B.) 


Manufacturing 


The average monthly wages paid for manufacturing employment were 
highest in Duchesne County where the 1980 figure was $1,365. No other county 
had a wage level greater than $1,000 per month. Regionwide, the lowest wages 
paid in this sector were in Wayne County, where the average monthly wage was a 
mere $381. All other counties fell in the $700-$1,000 range. 


Garfield County exhibited the greatest growth in wages over the period, 
with an annual increase of 8.99%. Duchesne County showed a substantial yearly 
increase with a rate of 7.23%. However, Grand County experienced a decline in 
average monthly wages, dropping from $1,067 per month in 1975 to $714 per 
month in 1980. Grand County reached a low of $629 per month in 1978. 


Most counties experienced a cyclical pattern over the five year period, 
in terms of the monthly wages paid to manufacturing employment. Garfield and 
Uintah are the only counties which realized a steady increase for all five 
years. 


Transportation, Communication, and Utilities 


Emery and Carbon counties had the highest average monthly wage in this 
sector for 1980, at $1,777 and $1,725 respectively. Wayne County was the only 
county with a wage level below $1,000 at $906 per month. 


Emery County also had the greatest increase in average monthly wages 
during the period studied. The $1,777 paid to Emery County workers in 1980 
was 93% higher than the 1975 wage in this sector. Carbon and Uintah county 
workers also realized wage increases of 60% or more over the five year 
period. In Grand County, however, this industrial sector experienced a 
decrease in wages of 2.58% annually. 


Emery, Carbon, and Uintah counties underwent steady monthly wage 
increases over the entire period. All the other counties, however, rose and 
fell throughout the five years. (See Table B.8, Appendix B). 


Wholesale and Retail Trade 


The highest average monthly wages in this sector were paid in Uintah 
($883) and Grand ($796) counties. Wayne County had the lowest monthly wage at 
$337. 
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Although Grand County had one of the highest monthly wages, the 1980 
wage level of $796 was 11% lower than the 1975 wage of $890 per month. All 
other counties showed increases in the level of wages paid over the period, 
although in Duchesne County this increase was only 0.21% annually. The 
greatest percentage increases in average monthly wages occurred in Carbon 
County (8.5% annually) and Garfield County (7.78% annually). 


Wages in Grand County decreased every year over the period studied. 
Most other counties fluctuated from year to year. It is interesting to note 
that in Duchesne County, monthly wages decreased 17% from 1977 to 1978. This 
was followed in 1979 by a 26% increase over the 1978 wage. 


Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 


The average monthly wage for this sector was $1,844 in Wayne County. 
This wage level was substantially higher than any other county. All other 
counties, in fact, are grouped in the $800 to $1,000 per month range. 


It is important to note, moreover that the monthly wage in Wayne County 
in 1980 was 13.1% lower than the $2,122 paid in 1977. During this same three 
year period, the monthly finance wages in Emery County increased by 120%: 
$366 per month in 1977 to $806 in 1980. Average monthly wages in Garfield 
County more than doubled over the period ($405 in 1977 to $833 in 1980) while 
in Duchesne County monthly wages increased by only $35 over the five year 
period. 


In this sector, as in most others, there was considerable wage movement 
throughout the period. Only in Garfield and Emery counties did monthly wages 
show an increase in each year considered. 


Services 


Uintah had the highest monthly wage in this sector with an average of 
$983 in 1980. Wayne County had the lowest average wage in 1980 at $431 per 
month. Wages in all other counties fell into the $640 to $787 per month 
range. 


Three counties experienced substantial annual increases in average 
monthly wages. They were Garfield (14.70%), Emery (13.44%), and Carbon 
(10.11%) counties. In Garfield County, the average wage of $640 per month in 
1980 was 127% higher than the $281 per month paid in 1975. Duchesne County 
had the same average wage in 1980 as in 1975 -- $787 per month. 


Fluctuations in the wage levels by county are again evident throughout 
the period (see Table B.8, Appendix B). Average monthly wages in Carbon, 
Garfield, and Uintah counties increased each year throughout the period. 
Dramatic increases in the wage levels occurred in the period from 1979 to 
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1980. In Garfield County, monthly wages increased by 354 in this one-year 
period while in Wayne County the increase amounted to a 56% change. 


Government 


In this sector, Grand and Uintah counties are the only counties with an 
average monthly wage over $1,000 in 1980. Government wages are $1,054 per 
month in Grand and $1,041 in Uintah counties. All other counties have an 
average wage within the $784 to $855 per month range. 


Almost all counties experienced rapid wage increases over the period. 
Five counties had annual increases over 4.0%, led by Emery with a 6.11% 
increase per yeare Grand (at 0.24% per year) and Duchesne (at -2.64% per 
year) are the only counties that did not experience a rapid increase in 
monthly government wages. 


Average monthly wages in most counties increased steadily over the five 
year period. Grand County reached a peak of $1,193 per month in 1977 and then 
declined steadily to $1,054 in 1980. Similarly, Duchesne County experienced a 
12% decrease in government wages from 1979 to 1980. 


2.3.3.2 Total and Per Capita Personal Income by County 


This section analyzes the trends in total and per capita personal 
income by county from 1970 to 1980. These county figures will also be related 
to state figures for the same period. County per capita personal income 
(PCPL) and the PCPI ratio of a county to the state are shown in Table 2.15. 
Table B.9 in Appendix B displays the total personal income data by county for 
the years 1970-1980. All data are presented in 1980 dollars. 


Per capita income has increased in all seven counties from 19/70 to 
. 1980. However, not every county increased at a steady or continuous rate. 
Figure 2.19 graphically illustrates the pattern of personal income growth 
exhibited by the counties. The state per capita income increased by 124 over 
the 10 year period. Total personal income for the state increased by 554 
between 1970 and 1980. A description of the county trends follows. 


Carbon County 


Carbon County experienced a 42% increase in per capita personal income 
from 1970 to 1980. In 1979, per capita income peaked at $10,489; this was 
also the highest per capita income in any county during the 10 year period. 
The annual change in Carbon County per capita income was gradual; the biggest 
increase came in 1979 (17% over the 1978 figure). The largest decrease during 
the period occurred in 1980, when the figure was 13% below 1979. 


Table 2.15 County Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI) and 
PCPI Ratio of County to State, 1970-1980 (1980 $) 


State Carbon County Duchesne County Emery County Garfield County Grand County Uintah County Wayne County 





Year croat a PCPI Ratio PCPI Ratio PCPI Ratio PCPI Ratio PCPI Ratio PCPI Ratio PCPI Ratio 

1970 6,825 6,409 0.9390 5,057 0.7410 > 4,852. 0.7109*. 5,252 0.7695 6,673 0.9777 5,364 0.7859 4,796 0.7027 
1971 7,005 6,298 0.8991 4,863 0.6942 4,183 0.5971 5,878 0.8391 6,320 0.9022 5,180 0.7359 4,846 0.6918 
1972 7,347 6,840 0.9310 5,793 0.7885 5,221 0.7106 6,384 0.8689 7,322 0.9966 5,943 0.8089 5,902 0.8033 
1973 7,531 7,272 0.9656 6,504 0.8636 6,000 0.7967 6,743 0.8954 7,564 1.0044 6,472 0.8594 6,322 0.8395 
1974 7,439 7,355 0.9887 6,561 0.8820 5,801 0.7798 6,552 0.8808 7,684 1.0329" 6,938 0.93272 5,892. ©0.7920 
1975 Re LP 729) «6 F.0511 6,387 . 0.8652 5,948 0.8057 5,974 0.8093 7,658 1.0374 6,852 0.9282 5,684 0.7700 
1976 7,693 8,264 1.0742 6,794 0.8831 6,639 0.8630 6,725 0.8742 8,295 1.0783 7,023 © 0.9129 5,640 ~0.,733! 
1977 7,890 8,583 1.0878 6,921 0.8772 7,094 0.8991 6,779 0.8592 8,439 4.0696 —(7,152 -.0.9065 35,949 [0.7540 
1978 8,076 8,964 1.1100 7,205 0.8921 7,385 0.9144 6,838 0.8467 8,392 BOS9t 7,692 - 0.9525 | 6,632 40.6237 


1979 8,096 10,489 1.2956 8,274 1.0220 » «8,078. 0.9978 ~ 6,892 0.8513 9,458 1.1682 8,857 1.0940 6,853 0.8465 


1980 7,631 92105. 1.2932 7 5302 0.9569 6,810 0.8924 6,963 0.9125 8,865 {1612-97 ,837 1.0270 6,239 0.8176 





Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Table 5, (April 1982) and the 
Utah Population Committee. 
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Fig. 2.19 Total Personal Income by County, 19/0-1980 


In 1980, the ratio of per capita personal income (PCPI) in Carbon 
County to that of the state was 1.1932. This compares to a ratio of 0.9390 in 
1970. In 1979, the ratio of per capita incomes was 1.2956; the highest ratio 
for any county during the 1970-1980 period. PCPI in Carbon County has been 
larger than the corresponding state figure every year since 19/5. 


Total personal income in the county increased 102% from 19/0 to 1980. 
The greatest increase was seen from 1978 to 1979 when it increased by 20%. 


During this same period (1978-1979), state personal income increased only 
4.1%. 


Duchesne County 


Per capita personal income in Duchesne County increased by 44% from 
1970 to 1980. Only Uintah County recorded a greater percentage increase. 
Duchesne, like Carbon County, recorded its highest PCPI in 1979, with an 
average of $8,274. The greatest increase over the period was from 19/1 to 
1972, when PCPI rose by 19%. Three times during the period (1971, 1975, and 
1980) per capita personal income was lower than the previous year. 
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The PCPI ratio of Duchesne County to the state was 0.9569 in 1980. In 
1970, the ratio was only 0.7410. Only once during the period did the PCPI 
ratio climb over 1.0; in 1979, the figure reached 1.0220. 


Personal income increased by 147% from 1970 to 1980. This rate of 
change was second only to Emery County, and was almost three times the 
comparable state figure. 


Emery County 


Emery County experienced a 40% increase in per capita personal income 
between 1970 to 1980. The 1980 PCPI figure was lower by 16% than the 1979 
level. Only once during the 10 year period did PCPI reach $8,000: the 1979 
PCPI was $8,078. In 1971, PCPI in Emery County was $4,183, the lowest income 
level recorded by any county. Emery County per capita personal income for 
1980 ($6,810) was its lowest figure since 1976. 


In 1980, the ratio of PCPI for Emery County to the whole state was 
0.8924, The PCPI was 0.5971 in 1971, the lowest in the region and time period 
studied. The county-state ratio of PCPI never surpassed 1.0 for the period. 


Personal income in Emery County increased a significant 218% between 
1970 and 1980. This was nearly four times the statewide increase of 55%. 
Although its total level of personal income was lower in 1970, Emery surpassed 
Grand County in total personal income by 1977. This was due in part to a 36% 
increase from 1971 to 1972. 


Garfield County 


Per capita personal income increased by 33% in Garfield County in the 
past decade. Garfield is the only county that did not experience a decrease 
between 1979 to 1980. The increase in per capita personal income was very 
constant over the entire period in Garfield County. The only decrease in per 
capita income came in 1975, 


The ratio of Garfield County and the State of Utah PCPI was 0.9125 in 
1980, the highest figure for the period studied. Moreover, Garfield is the 


only county where the 1980 PCPI figure was the highest during the 10-year 
period. 


Total personal income rose 56% from 1970 to 1980. This rate of change 
is just 1% above the state average. The personal income in 1980 was again a 
peak for Garfield County, as total personal income increased only very 
gradually throughout the period. 
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Grand County 


Per capita personal income in Grand County reached a peak in 1979, when 
it equaled $9,458. This income level was the second highest recorded for the 
region. Overall, from 1970 to 1980, PCPI increased 33%. Four times during 
the l0-year period the PCPI level was lower than the year before. This 
happened in 1971, 1975, 1978, and 1980. 


In 1980, Grand County had a per capita personal income level of 1.1617 
relative to the state. The Grand County ratio of 0.9777 in 19/0 was the 
highest county-state ratio of all counties in that year. Furthermore, this 
ratio has been over 1.0 in every year since 1973, and between 1970 and 1974 
remained the highest ratio of all counties considered. 


Personal income in Grand County increased 66% between 1970 and 1980. 
No significant trends could be identified. 


Uintah County 


Uintah County experienced a 46% increase in PCPI from 1970 to 1980. 
This was the largest percentage increase computed for any county. Per capita 
personal income increased by 15% between 1978 and 1979, and reached a high of 
$8,857 in 1979. 


For both 1979 and 1980 the PCPI for Uintah County was above that of the 
state, with a ratio in 1980 of 1.0270. This ratio had increased from 0.7359 
in 1971. 


Personal income rose by 136% between 1970 and 1980. It increased every 
year until 1980. The greatest increase occurred in 19/2, when personal income 
rose by 24% over 1971; during the same period, state total personal income 
rose only 84. 


Wayne County 


Per capita personal income in Wayne County increased by 304 between 
1970 and 1980; this was the lowest percentage change for any of the counties 
studied. In 1972, PCPI was $6,322. This level of per capita income was not 
surpassed until 1978. On four occasions PCPI was lower than the previous year 
-- 1973, 1974, 1975, and 1980. Per capita personal income never climbed above 
the $7,000 level. 


The ratio of per capita personal income for Wayne County to the state 
was 0.8176 in 1980; lower than any other county for that year. The PCPI 
figure of 0.6918 in 1971 was the second lowest figure recorded in the region. 


In Wayne County, personal income rose 75% from 1970 to 1980. In 1973, 
a total of $9.5 million was earned. This income level was not surpassed 


during the three subsequent years. 
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2.3.3.3 Baseline Personal Income Projections 


The relationship of per capita personal income between the state and 
each county, discussed in the previous section (Sec. 2.3.3.2), was used in 
making the baseline personal income projections for each county. The 
relationship of county per capita income to the average state per capita 
income is provided in Table 2.15. The baseline per capita personal income 
projections for the state are assumed to grow at an annual rate of 1./7%*; by 
the year 2000, the state per capita income would be $11,568. 


Carbon County achieved higher average per capita income levels, 
relative to the state, than the other six counties during the last half of the 
1970s. It is assumed that this phenomenon would be reversed during the next 
two decades, so that by the year 2000, Carbon County per capita personal 
income would equal that of the state. Per capita personal income in Emery, 
Grand, and Uintah counties is presumed to stabilize at 100% of the state value 
for the entire projection period (1985-2005). In Duchesne County per capita 
income has risen relative to the state average throughout the 1970s. This 
trend is assumed to continue with per capita income for Duchesne County 
reaching 95% of the state PCPI value. Garfield and Wayne counties have had 
personal income levels consistently below the state average; it is assumed 
that these counties would maintain per capita income levels that would be 85% 
and 80% of the state average, respectively, over the projection period. 


Total personal income by county is presented in Table 2.16. These 
values are derived by multiplying the county-specific per capita income 
projections by the baseline population projections, for each year. The total 
personal income projections by county are graphically illustrated in Fig. 
2.20. 


Between 1985 and 2005, it is projected that all counties except Carbon 
would experience a 40.9% increase in per capita personal income. The PCPI for 
the state would also increase by 40.9% over this period. The 40.9% increase 
in both cases is a result of the assumed annual growth rate (1.7%). Per 
capita personal income in Carbon County would increase by 23.6% from 1985 to 
2005. 


All counties would experience a substantial increase in total personal 
income. In 2005, total personal income in Wayne County would be 94.6% greater 
than in 1985; in Garfield this figure would be 70.4%. Carbon County would 
still have the greatest total personal income: $469 million. In 2005, total 
personal income would be more than $100 million greater in Carbon County than 
Uintah County, a 33% difference. 


Although total personal income is projected to increase in all counties 
for the period 1985 to 2005, the growth in personal income is not forecast to 
be as large as the increases recorded for this region in the 1970s. 


*See Appendix A for a discussion of the methodology and assumptions. 
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Table 2.16 Baseline Personal Income Projections 
1985-2005 (1980 $) 


Geographic Area 


and Income Category 


State of Utah 


PCPI® (S$) 


Carbon County 


PCPI? (S$) 
Total Personal 


Duchesne County 


PCPI® ($) 
Total Personal 


Emery County 


PCPI® (S$) 
Total Personal 


Garfield County 


PCPI@ (S$) 
Total Personal 


Grand County 


PcPI® (S$) 
Total Personal 


Uintah County 


PCPI® (S$) 
Total Personal 


Wayne County 


PCPI® (S$) 
Total Personal 


4pcPl = 


Source: 


Income 


Income 


Income 


Income 


Income 


Income 


Income 


By County, 


($103) 


($107) 


($103) 


($107) 


($103) 


($103) 


($107) 


per capita personal income. 


Office (June 1983). 


Income Projections, by Year 


1985 


8,932 


10,182 
301,389 


8,485 
150,870 


8,932 
125,941 


7,592 
32,646 


8,932 
69,670 


8,932 
229, 642 


7,146 
15,007 


1990 


9,736 


10,612 
366,114 


9,249 
da 


9,736 
144,093 


8,276 
38 , 070 


9,736 
80 , 322 


9,736 
285, 362 


7,789 
17,915 


1995 2000 
10,631 11,568 
10,525 11,568 

384,163 426,859 
10,099 10,990 
188,658 201,000 
10,631 11,568 
160,528 170,050 

9,036 9,833 
43,373 49,165 
10,613 11,568 
89,786 96,361 
10,631 11,568 

317,335 335,125 

8,505 9,254 

22,113 24,986 


2005 


12,585 


12,585 
469,421 


11,956 
214,845 


12,585 
183,741 


10,697 
55,624 


12,585 
106,973 


12,585 
354,771 


10, 068 
29,197 


adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
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Fig. 2.20 Baseline Projection of Total Personal Income 
by County, 1985-2005 


2.4 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INFRASTRUCTURE 


In addition to the baseline population and employment growth projected 
to occur in the counties of interest, there would also be some coinciding 
infrastructure effects. In this section, the public and private infra- 
structure requirements needed to satisfy the baseline population growth 
increment (i.e., baseline population projection by year minus 1980 population) 
are addressed. The county and community infrastructures considered (by 
subsection) include the following: housing (2.4.1), education (2.4.2), health 
care services (2.4.3), public safety (2.4.4), utilities (2.4.5), and other 
services (2.4.6). 


In each subsection the following areas are addressed: existing stock 
and condition of the service or facility, and the projected demand for 
additional infrastructure as a result of the forecast growth in population. 
The demand projections are computed by using the Community Facility Gutdeltines 
of the State of Utah. These guidelines indicate standards that are to be used 
for the different types of services and facilities to determine the 
infrastructure impacts of future population growth. No attempt is made herein 


to determine the present infrastructure requirements or to assess the adequacy 
of the current provision of services. 
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Except for the housing data, the majority of the basic data and 
information on the existing conditions of the public services and facilities 
was gathered and assembled by Lee Nellis and John Nicholson of the Utah State 
University Foundation.* They used personal surveys and locally published data 
to compile the infrastructure characterizations. 


2.4.1 Housing 


This section deals with the composition and stock of existing housing 
units and a projection of housing demand by county and community through the 
year 2005. Table 2.17 contains data on housing stock by status and tenure, 
type of housing unit, and average cost per unit.** Table 2.18 is a projection 
of the change in housing needs through 2005. 


2.4.1.1 Existing Housing Conditions 


Carbon County 


In 1980, there were 8,192 housing units in Carbon County, of which 
nearly 40% were located in Price. Scofield and Hiawatha accounted for less 
than 90 housing units apiece (about 1%). Of the three Census County Divisions 
(CCDs) in Carbon County, Price was easily the largest, containing 5,089 
units. Of these, 3,202 were located in the city of Price, 433 in Wellington 
and 89 in Hiawatha. Helper CCD had 2,171 units, with 1,076 units in the city 
of Helper and 85 in Scofield. East Carbon CCD had 932 units in 1980: 722 in 
the city of East Carbon and 206 in Sunnyside. 


The county as a whole had a vacancy rate of 6.7% in 1980. Sunnyside 
experienced the least vacancies — only 3.4% —- and Scofield had far and away 
the most -- 29.4%. All other communities were within a 2% range of the 
countywide norm. Of these vacancies, 35% were being held for rent and 18% 
were held for sale. Only 43 units were vacant on a seasonal basis. Of these, 
over 60% were in Scofield, with no other community accounting for as much as 
20%. 


Nearly 75% of the occupied units in the county were conventional 
housing units. Price accounted for 40% of these units, and Scofield accounted 
for only 21 -—- a mere 0.4%. Over 90% of the housing units in both Hiawatha 
and East Carbon were conventional units. Multifamily units comprised almost 


*Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, 
unpublished information (June 1983). 


**The housing data not presented in the table but included in the descriptive 
analysis for each county were extracted from Summary Tape File 3A, 1980 


Census of Population and Housing, U.S. Department of Commerce (1982). 


Table 2.17 Composition and Stock of Existing Housing Units 
by County and Community, 1980 





Year-round Housing Stock by Status and Tenure Occupied Housing Stock by 
Type of Unit (number 


Vacancy Rate Renter Occupied of year-round units) 


Total Occupied % of & of Mobile Average 





(No. of (No. of No. of Total No. of Total Multi- Home/ Cost 

County/Community units) units) Units Stock Units Occupied Conventional Family Trailer per Unit? 
Carbon County 8,192 7,242 552 6.7 feo7st 23.6 5,289 990 963 49,042 
East Carbon CCD 932 874 46 4.9 129 14.8 767 9 98 _b 
East Carbon 722 675 39 5.4 102 15.1 620 9 46 29,138 
Sunnyside 206 199 7 3.4 27 13.6 147 0 52 24,720 
Helper CCD 2,272 1,643 149 6.9 364 2239 1,180 172 291 -b 
Helper 1,076 993 81 7.5 250 25.2 837 126 30 44,437 
Scofield 85 34 25 29.4 5 14.7 21 0 13 31,953 
Price CCD 5,089 4,725 357 2,.0> 1-218 25.8 3,342 809 574 -b 
Price 3,202 2,967 228 7.1 872 29.4 2,114 693 160 57,107 
Wellington 433 396 37 8.5 78 19.7 280 29 87 46,643 
Hiawatha 89 82 7 7.9 82 100.0 75. 7 0 Lp 
Duchesne County 4,478 3,499 370 8.3 667 19.1 2,338 248 913 48,979 
Duchesne CCD 1,343 805 149 rrei 221 27.5 508 47 250 => 
Duchesne City 574 492 82 14.3 168 34.1 267 36 189 44 , 626 
Roosevelt CCD 2,954 2,694 221 7.5 446 16.6 1,830 201 663 b 
Roosevelt 1,222 1,133 89 7.3 255 22.5 778 162 193 51,010 
Emery County 3, 660 3,276 384 0.5 672 20.5 2,118 164 994 50,238 

Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD 2,474 2,200 236 9.5 421 19.1 1,423 91 686 _b 
Castle Dale 626 542 80 12.8 124 22.9 333 24 185 53,669 
Cleveland 156 147 9 5.8 15 10.2 110 0 37 41,775 
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Table 2.17 (Cont'd) 
Year-round Housing Stock by Status and Tenure 


Vacancy Rate Renter Occupied 


Occupied Housing Stock by 
Type of Unit (number 


of year-round units) 


Total Occupied % of % of Mobile Average 
(No. of (No. of No. of Total No. of Total Multi- Home / Cost 
County/Community units) units) Units Stock Units Occupied Conventional Family Trailer per Unit? 
Emery County (Cont'd) 
Elmo 90 82 8 8.9 7 8.5 63 4 15 48,577 
Huntington 773 698 59 7.6 158 22.6 353 43 302 51,420 
Orangeville 399 367 30 7.5 63 2 297 9 61 53,917 
Emery-Ferron 
CCD 800 ; 712 87 10.9 150 21.1 488 55 169 _b 
Emery 144 114 30 20.8 18 15.8 108 0 6 34,634 
Ferron 538 489 49 9.1 115 23.9 293 52 144 58,242 
Green River CCD 429 364 61 14,2 101 27.7, 207 18 139 -b 
Green River 390 335 53 13.6 96 28.7 191 18 126 395350 
Garfield County 1,770 1,196 254 14.4 208 17.4 956 63 177 39,487 
Escalante CCD 430 295 64 14.9 61 20.7 230 25 40 -b 
Boulder 71 38 14 19.7 13 34.2 19 12 7 40,625 
Escalante 300 236 45 15.0 42 17.8 197 ll 28 38 ,672 
Grand County 3,046 2,759 259 8.5 620 22.5 1,529 286 944 54,201 
Thompson CCD 136 117 12 8.8 53 45.3 50 15 52 _b 
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Table 2.17 (Cont'd) 





Year-round Housing Stock by Status and Tenure 
Renter Occupied 


Vacancy Rate 


Occupied Housing Stock by 
Type of Unit (number 


of year-round units) 





Total Occupied % of h of Mobile Average 
(No. of (No. of No. of Total No. of Total Multi- Home / Cost 
County/Community units) units) Units Stock Units Occupied Conventional Family Trailer per Unit? 
Uintah County 6,621 5,949 613 9.3. 21354 21.1 4,355 504 1,090 53,086 
Uintah-Ouray 
CcD 1,251 1,065 249 © 212.7 226 21.2 823 40 202 _b 
Ballard 172 157 13 7.6 18 1ie3 127 0 30 47,339 
Vernal CCD 5,370 4,884 454 8.5 1,028 21.0 3,532 464 888 ab 
Vernal 2,399 2,187 206 8.6 686 31.4 1,496 370 321 52,541 
Wayne County 848 615 174 20.5 104 16.9 P| 16 78 41,839 
Hanksville CCD 151 93 31 20.5 21 22.6 53 4 36 -b 





4Mean value of owner-occupied noncondominium housing units. 


bnot available. 


Source: adapted from U.S. Department of Commerce, 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 3A (1982). 
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14% of the housing units within the county. Price accounted for 70% of the 
total, whereas none of the 199 occupied units in Sunnyside were multifamily 
units. Mobile homes and trailers also accounted for over 13% of the occupied 
housing units. The greatest concentration was found in Scofield, where over 
38% of the housing units were mobile homes or trailers. None of the 82 units 
in Hiawatha were mobile homes or trailers. 


Countywide, 23.6% of the occupied units were occupied by renters. In 
Hiawatha, all 82 units were rented. In Sunnyside, Scofield, and East Carbon, 
less than one-sixth of the units were rented. Of these rented units, 47% were 
single family units. Only in Price is there a greater percentage of multi- 
family rental units than single family rented units. 


Of the occupied units existing in 1980, over 56% had been constructed 
before 1950. Im East Carbon and Hiawatha, over 90% of the occupied units were 
constructed before 1950. In Price and Wellington, almost 5% of the occupied 
units had been constructed between 1979 and March 1980. 


The average cost per unit countywide is $49,042. This value ranges 
considerably by community: Sunnyside ($24,720) and East Carbon ($29,138) on 
the low end to Price ($57,107) on the high. 


Finally, 48% of the homeowners countywide moved into their present home 
Since 1975. In Hiawatha this figure was 84%. In Price, Helper, and East 
Carbon, over 20% of the homeowners moved into their present home before 1960. 


Duchesne County 


There were 4,478 housing units in Duchesne County in 1980. Roosevelt 
CCD contained 2,954 units in 1980; 1,222 of these were in Roosevelt. Duchesne 
CCD had 1,343 units, of which 574 were located in the city of Duchesne. The 
city of Duchesne had a 14.3% vacancy rate, while the 7.3% vacancy rate in 
Roosevelt was one percentage point below the county average. Of these 
vacancies, 454 were being held for rent, and 18% were being held for sale. 
There were no units in either Duchesne City or Roosevelt that were vacant on a 
seasonal basis. 


Nearly /0% of the occupied units in Roosevelt were conventional housing 
units, just above the county average of 68%. In the city of Duchesne, the 
rate was only 54%. Multifamily units accounted for only 7.1% of the housing 
in the county, with Roosevelt containing over 65% of these. Over 20% of the 
housing units in the county were mobile homes or trailers. 


Renters occupied 19.1% of the housing units in the county, with 
Duchesne having a concentration of 34.1%. Only 30% of these rental units were 
single family units, and 15% were occupied by five or more families. 


Of the occupied units existing in 1980, 48% were constructed after 
1970; 25% were constructed before 1950. 


at 
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The average cost per unit countywide was $48,979. In the city of 
Duchesne it was $44,626; in Roosevelt it was $51,010. 


Over 50% of the homeowners in the county had moved into their current 
home since 1975, 


Emery County 


A total of 3,660 housing units existed in Emery County in 1980. No one 
community accounted for more than 22% of the housing units; Huntington had the 
most with 7/73. Elmo, with 90, contributed the least to the county total. The 
Castle Dale-Huntington CCD was clearly the area with the largest number of 
housing units; with 2,474 units it had three times more than any other CCD in 
Emery County. Huntington, with 773 units, and Castle Dale, with 626 units, 
were the largest communities in the CCD. The Emery-Ferron CCD contained 800 
units in 1980 — 538 in Ferron and 144 in Emery. Green River was the smallest 
CCD in the county with 429 units. Of these, 390 were located in the city of 
Green River. 


The county vacancy rate was 10.5%. Emery at 20.8% and Castle Dale at 
12.8% were the only two communities above the norm. Almost 34% of the vacant 
units were being held for rent, and 17% were being held for sale. Only 22 
units in the county were vacant on a seasonal basis. Of these, 16 were 
located in Huntington. 


Of the 3,276 occupied units in the county, 65% were conventional 
housing units. In the city of Emery, 95% of the units were conventional 
housing units, compared to only 51% in Huntington. Multifamily units 
comprised only 5% of all housing units. Cleveland and Emery each had zero; 
Elmo and Orangeville also had less than 10 apiece. The greatest concentration 
was in Ferron, where multifamily units accounted for nearly 11% of the 
occupied units. Over 30% of the occupied units in the county were mobile 
homes or trailers. Concentrations of these units ranged from 5% in Emery to 
over 43% in Huntington. 


Over 20% of the occupied housing units were the residence of renters. 
Elmo had 8.5% renters and Cleveland 10.8% renters. All other communities in 
the county had over 15%, Of the rented units, 44% were single family 
houses. Only 11% were for three or more families. 


Of the occupied units existing in 1980, over 54% had been built since 
1970. Also, 23% had been built before 1940. 


The average cost per unit countywide in 1980 was $50,238. Ferron, at 


$58,242, had the highest average while Emery was markedly below the norm at 
$34,634. 
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Over 64% of the homeowners had moved into their current unit since 
1975. This is a dramatic change for only a five year period. This figure was 
73% in both Ferron and Castle Dale. In the city of Emery, however, over 31% 
of the homeowners had been in the same unit since 1949 or before. Emery was 
also the only community studied where over half of the homeowners had lived in 
the same unit since before 19/0. 


Garfield County 


There were 1,770 housing units existing in Garfield County in 1980. 
Escalante CCD accounted for 430 of these, with 300 in the city of Escalante 
and 71 in Boulder. Both Boulder (19.7%) and Escalante (15.0%) had vacancy 
rates higher than the county average of 14.4%. Only 36% of these vacancies 
were being held for sale or rent; almost 33% were held for occasional use. In 
these two communities 38 units are vacant on a seasonal basis, with nearly 
half of these being single family units. 


Of the occupied units in the county, 80% were conventional housing 
units. In Boulder, this figure is only 50%. There was a 32% concentration of 
multifamily units in Boulder, compared to the county average of 5.2%. Mobile 
homes and trailers accounted for 154 of the occupied units in the county. The 
concentrations in Boulder and Escalante nearly equaled this figure. 


In 1980, 17.44 of the occupied units in Garfield County were occupied 
by renters. This figure was much higher in Boulder, where the rate was 
34.2%. Of the rented units in Boulder and Escalante, 69% were single family 
units. | 


Of all the occupied units existing in Boulder and Escalante in 1980, 
54% had been constructed before 1950. In Escalante, over 46% had been 
constructed before 1940. Only 16% of the units in these two communities had 
been constructed since 1975. 


The average cost per unit countywide was $39,487, with each of the 
communities discussed falling within $1,200 of the norm. 


In these two communities, 45% of the homeowners had moved into their 
present unit since 1975; also, 21% had been in the same unit since before 
1950. 


Grand County 


There were 3,046 units existing in Grand County in 1980. Of these, 136 
were located in Thompson CCD. The Thompson CCD vacancy rate of 8.8% was 
slightly above the county average of 8.5%. Over 83% of these vacancies were 
being held for sale or rent. Only seven units in the Thompson CCD were vacant 


on a seasonal basis. The average cost per unit in the county in 1980 was 
$54,201. 
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Conventional housing units made up 50% of the occupied units in Grand 
County. This figure was only 3/% in the Thompson CCD, where mobile homes and 
trailers accounted for 44% of the housing. Multifamily housing made up 10% of 
the occupied units in the Thompson CCD. This figure was identical to the 
county figure. 


Renters occupied 22.5% of the occupied units in the county in 1980. In 
the Thompson CCD this figure was 45.3%. Only half of these were single family 
units. 


Of the occupied units existing in the Thompson CCD in 1980, 47% had 
been built after 1975. None of the occupied units were constructed from 1979 
to March of 1980. Likewise, none of the units occupied in 1980 had been 
constructed in the 1950s. Over 68% of the homeowners in the Thompson CCD had 
moved into their current units since 1975. 


Uintah County 


In 1980, 6,621 housing units existed in Uintah County. Of these, 5,370 
were located in the Vernal CCD, including 2,399 in the city of Vernal. The 
Uintah-Ouray CCD had 1,251 units in 1980, including 1/72 in Ballard. County- 
wide, there was a 9.3% vacancy rate. Ballard at 7.6% and Vernal at 8.6% were 
both below the norm. Over 65% of these vacant units were being held for sale 
or rent; less than 4% were held for occasional use. In Ballard and Vernal 
only eight units were seasonally vacant. 


Seventy-three percent of the occupied housing units in 1980 were 
conventional housing units. The figure for Ballard was slightly higher at 
81%; Vernal was lower at 68%. In the county, multifamily units accounted for 
8.5% of the occupied units. In Vernal, this figure was 17%, while in Ballard, 
none of the 157 units were miltifamily units. These two communities both had 
approximately the same value as the county average (18.3%) for mobile homes 
and trailers. 


Renters occupied 21.1% of the occupied units in 1980. Vernal had 31.4% 
renters; Ballard had only 11.54. Of these rented units 41.3% were single 
family units. In Vernal, 37.3% of the rented units were for three or more 
families. 


Thirty percent of the occupied housing units in 1980 had _ been 
constructed since 1970. In Ballard, over 36% of the units were constructed in 
the four year period from 1975-1978, 


The average cost per unit in the county was $53,086. Both Ballard 
($47,339) and Vernal ($52,541) fell slightly below this norm. 


In these two communities, over 65% of the homeowners had moved into 
their present home since 1975. In Vernal, over 35% had moved in since 1979, 
Only 5.8% had moved in before 1950. 
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Wayne County 


In 1980, Wayne County contained 848 housing units; 151 of these were 
located in the Hanksville CCD. The Hanksville vacancy rate of 20.5% was the 
same as the countywide rate. In the Hanksville CCD, 71% of the vacancies were 
being held for sale or rent. There were 2/ units vacant on a seasonal basis 
in the Hanksville CCD. 


Of the occupied units in the county, 85% were conventional housing 
units. The figure for Hanksville CCD was 57%. Only 16 of the 615 occupied 
units in the county were multifamily units; four of these were in the 
Hanksville CCD. Mobile homes and trailers accounted for 39% of the occupied 
housing in the Hanksville CCD, compared to the county average of 12.7%. 


Renters occupied 22.6% of the housing in the Hanksville CCD, but only 
16.9% countywide. Over half of the rented units in Hanksville CCD were single 
family units. 


One third of the occupied units in Hanksville CCD were constructed 
since 1975. The average cost per unit was $41,839 for the county in 1980. 
Over /2% of the homeowners in the Hanksville CCD had moved into their present 
homes since 1975. Only 12% had been in the same unit since 1959. 


2.4.1.2 Baseline Projections of Housing Demand 


The baseline projections for housing by county and community between 
1985 and 2005 are presented in Table 2.18. These projections represent the 
change in housing demand for this area due to baseline population and 
household growth during this period. 


Table 2.18 indicates that there would be a dramatic increase in housing 
demands between 1985 and 2005. The greatest overall increase is projected to 
occur in Wayne and Garfield counties, where total housing demands would 
increase 406% and 134%, respectively. Carbon County would also experience a 
substantial increase, as housing demand in 2005 will be 104% greater than in 
1985. Duchesne and Emery counties are expected to experience a relatively 
smaller increase in housing demands, with increases of 13.1% and 10.12%, 
respectively. Nevertheless, all counties would have a need for more housing 
in 2005 than in 1985. 


Some communities, however, are projected to realize a net decline in 
housing demand over the period. Five communities or CCDs studied would have 
such a decline: Emery-Ferron CCD (-50%), Emery (-47%), Duchesne City (-30Z), 
Ferron (-23%), and Huntington (-13%). There are also 11 communities or CCDs 
which, due to decreasing populations, are expected to have excess housing 
stock throughout the period studied. These communities are identified in 
footnote d of Table 2.18. It is interesting to note that although there is 
forecast to be excess housing in the Helper CCD throughout the period, both of 
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Table 2.18 Change in Housing Demand by County and Community Resulting 
from the Baseline Household Projections?) »¢ (1985-2005) 


Change in Housing Demand, by Year and Type 
Percent Change 


1985 1990 HERES) 2000 2005 1985-2005 


Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile 


County/Commnity Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Fami ly Family Homes Fami ly Fami ly Homes Fami ly Family Homes 
Carbon County 1,290 523 538 Pete 532 886 2-396 599 998 pba yas 632 12053 2,636 659 1,098 104.3 104.0 1044 
East Carbon CCD -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d ss! ad -d -d -d -d -d NA NA NA 
East Carbon -d -d -d -d _d -d -d -d _d =o -d -d -d -d -d NA NA NA 
Sunnys = de ais mC . wd ad is ed a af! md fs md atel aga cl ed NA NA NA 
Helper CCD _d =U _d ed =d md aie ed =d afal ad _d ed md _d NA NA NA 
Helper 86 Fags 36 P53 38 64 165 42 69 175 44 713 189 48 79 LE 22 bEse2 | AN Bae Bot 
Scofield 3 1 2 6 2 3 7 # 3 8 2 3 8 Z 4 166.7 100.0 100 .0 
Price CCD 1,096 274 457 12O 15 479 1,048 2 DED 545 908 tha Pan 581 967 2,418 605 1,008 P2076 120.8 120.6 
Hiawatha -d -d -d 4 1 2 2 1 l 3 l 1 3 1 2 -e -e -e 
Price 745 187 311 Terie 318 530 47d 370 616 le o10 403 671 thew fal 418 697 E243 aes ea | 
Wellington 162 41 68 243 61 102 270 68 b13 284 71 118 293 74 P22 80.9 80.5 79 4 
Duchesne County 1007 22 420 Va072 268 447 O55 264 439 1,088 2755 454 1839 285 475 Sal 1S at Isa 
: Duchesne CCD -d -d —4 -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d NA NA NA 
Duchesne City 13 34 56 70 18 29 Tel, 20 32 86 22 36 93 24 39 = -30..1 -29.4 —30 4 
Roosevelt CCD 659 165 21 831 208 347 800 200 334 818 205 341 858 2 358 slat 50.5 5022 
: Roosevelt 264 66 110 ays ,s' 84 139 320 82 134 B27, 82 137 344 86 143 S(O} .S | alias 30.0 
Emery County 382 96 eo 448 Bi 187 472 118 197 448 12 187 412 103 172 7.9 TEs Ae 
Castle Dale- 
Huntington CCD 144 36 60 pa | 57 95 oy 60 99 206 52 86 191 48 80 32-5 33.3 bis Yaa) 
Castle Dale 114 29 48 149 37 62 160 40 67 i ea 38 63 147 37. 61 28.9 270 tt ad 
Cleveland 6 Z $) 11 3 5 i 3 5 9 3 4 9 3 4 Se 50.0 33.0 
Elmo 6 2 3 9 3 4 9 3 4 8 2 4 8 2 3 3303 0 0 
Huntington 48 12 20 60 15) 25 Se) 14 23 46 12 19 42 11 Re Ra aas -8.3 -10.0 
Orangeville 88 naa a, 104 26 43 106 2 44 100 De) 42 97 25 41 LOR 13.6 10.8 
Emery—Ferron CCD 76 19 32 45 ts Lg 50 13 al 42 ey 18 38 10 16 -50.0 -47.4 -50.0 
Emery 9 3 4 5 2 2 6 2 3 6 2 3 ) 2 2 -44.4 ees ment od 
Ferron 87 on 37 68 17 29 1 PS) Sil 70 18 29 67 By 25) 23.0 ~2 20:1 -24.3 
ed _d _d afl _d ja) _d al al ed od 
isroege tse cn =A i 7 m3 d d d d d d d _d d d d se ie ee 
Green River = = ™ A e cs wa iy 7 ‘ad = 7 = =e NA NA NA 





hy 


ee ee 
ly ee ae Ags) 


Wi «ac% 











74 


Table2.18. (Cont'd) 








Change in Housing Demand, by Year and Type 


Percent Change 





Eh 1990 oho hs 2000 2005 1985-2005 
Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Mal ti— Mobile 

County/Community Family Family Homes Family Fami ly Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Fami ly Fami ly Homes 
Garfield County 9 35 58 199 50 83 241 61 101 277 70 116 She) 80 jboss) iva hes 128.6 125.5 
Escalante CCD -d -d -d -d -d - -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d -d NA NA NA 
Boulder 2 1 1 3 1 1 3 ] ” 3 1 2 5 1 2 DUeU 0 100 .0 
Escalante 24 6 10 26 7 ihal 30 8 is! 30 8 13 SL 8 hs) Ie hes She pe. 30.0 
Grand County -d -d -: 11 3 5 47 12 20 11 3 5 59 15 25 -€ -€ -@ 
Thompson CCD = =d _d ed ad =o = ed ed =i! ial ed ad =d =d NA NA NA 
Uintah County 1,014 254 423 Bata bys 378 630 Lavell, 390 650 1,566 592 653 1,608 402 670 58.6 apets' 58 .4 
Uintah-Ouray CCD 148 Su 62 250 29 98 232 58 oF 234 a 98 240 60 100 G22 G22 6123 
Ballard ay 14 24 86 22 36 87 22 36 83 2 35 84 2 30 47.4 50,0 45.8 
Vernal CCD 444 111 185 861 216 siete 915 Aapse) 381 921 Boel 384 945 237 394 bi2.8 1a is 113.0 
Vernal 326 82 136 590 148 246 626 17 261 613 154 256 624 156 260 91.4 a062 312 
Wayne County 38 10 16 80 20 30 22 aid Syl 164 4] 68 194 49 81 410.5 390.0 406.3 
Hanksville CCD 15 4 7 26 7 Ll 3h, 9 ss) 44 Ll 18 52 ies! 22 246.7 225.0 2a 


Sa en nn ee UetttttttIIIIIISSISSISIISSSSIISSSSSSSSSSSS SSS SSS ER 


4It is assumed that each household requires a housing unit, thereby resulting in a one-to-one correspondence between the household projections generated by the UPED model and 
housing demand. 


bTotals may not add due to rounding. 


“Census County Division (CCD). 


dpopulation projections indicate a decline in future population levels. Consequently, existing housing units should become available in future time periods. The following 
1980 to 2005 housing availability is expected: East Carbon CCD - 268 to 520; East Carbon - 127 to 377; Sunnyside - 2/7 to 8/7; Helper CCD - 291 to 2; Hiawatha - 2 in 1985; 
Duchesne CCD - 135 to 248; Green River CCD — 158 to 110; Green River - 158 to 11/7; Escalante CCD — ) Oecoslo3-eGrandsGountye—m)/2.in 1955:aed lhomsouuGGlae— 27 tos) 


“Undefined. 
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the communities analyzed in this CCD -- Helper and Scofield —- are expected to 
realize a significant increase in housing demand over the period studied. 


Several communities and CCDs are projected to have dramatic increases 
in housing demand over this period. Most notably, demand would increase by 
244% in the Hanksville CCD, by 124% in the city of Price, and by 120% in the 
city of Helper. (It should be noted, however, that even though demand in 
Price is projected to increase at a slower rate than in the Hanksville CCD, 
there would be a need for 2,/85 more housing units by 2005 in Price, but only 
86 more in the Hanksville CCD.) 


Throughout the counties, housing demand is forecast to increase more 
rapidly between 1985 and 1995, than between 1995 and 2005. Demand for housing 
in Wayne County would increase at a 12.56% annual rate from 1985 to 1995, 
Housing demand in Garfield and Carbon counties would also increase substan- 
tially in this period, at annual rates of 5./3% and 6.36%, respectively. 


In the period from 1995 to 2005, all counties except Emery are expected 
to maintain their demand for additional housing, but at a much slower rate. 
Emery County is projected to have a 1.22% annual decline in demand over this 
10 year period. The greatest increase in housing demand is again seen in 
Wayne County, where the annual rate of increase is projected to be 4.48%. 
Baseline housing demand in both Garfield and Carbon counties is projected to 
drop substantially, to an annual rate of 2.97% and 0.98%, respectively. 


Like the countywide trend, most communities are projected to have 
greater increases in housing demand in the period from 1985 to 1995 than from 
1995 to 2005. The most notable yearly increases are expected in Price (7.09% 
annually), Helper (6.76% annually), and Vernal (6.73% annually). Other 
communities would experience greater rates of increased demand, but their low 
volume does not warrant mention. Only three communities are expected to have 
a decrease in baseline demand for housing over this period. With their annual 
rates they are: Duchesne (-5.31%), Emery (-3.97%), and Ferron (-1.79%). 


In the period from 1995 to 2005 most areas are projected to have a 
reduction in baseline housing demands compared to the earlier period. Those 
communities that are still projected to have an increase in housing demand do 
so at a much reduced rate. Annual baseline demand in Price drops from 7.09% 
to 1.24% between 1995 and 2005; in Helper it drops from 6.76% to 1.34%; and in 
Vernal it drops from 6.73% to -0.02%. Although it does not have a significant 
housing demand, Hanksville CCD is projected to have continued annual growth: 
8.78% from 1985-1995 and 4.02% from 1995-2005. There is one notable exception 
to the regionwide trend. Demand in the city of Duchesne is forecast to 
decrease at a rate of 5.31% annually from 1985-1995, but would increase at a 
rate of 1.87% annually from 1995-2005. 


It is projected that all counties except Grand would require new 
housing construction, when 1985 housing demand is compared to the present 
housing stock. This additional demand would range from 37% in Duchesne County 
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to 7.5% in Wayne County. Grand County is expected to have an excess of 172 
units in 1985. 


2.4.2 Education 


This section describes the current enrollment and staffing conditions 
in each county school district, and the expected demand for additional 
teachers and school facilities due to the baseline population projections 
identified in Sec. 2.2.2. The enrollment, school capacity, percent of 
capacity currently being used, number of teachers, and student/teacher ratio 
are presented in Table 2.19 for each school and for the county as a whole. 
Each school district is further described below. A description of the fiscal 
conditions of each school district is presented in Sec. 2.5. 


EAP AAS | Existing Conditions in the County School Districts 


Carbon County School District 


In 1982, 5,245 students were enrolled in the 11 schools in Carbon 
County. Carbon High School in Price had the largest enrollment with 787 
students, while Helper Junior High School in Helper had the smallest 
enrollment with 2/0. The six schools in Price accounted for over 65% of the 
total enrollment in the school district. 


The total 1982 capacity of the schools in the county was 5,549. With 
one exception, the schools in Price had a larger capacity than any of the 
other schools in the district. Price Elementary School and Reeves Elementary 
School, both in Price, had the largest and smallest capacities in the county, 
respectively. 


The 11 schools in the district had an average operating capacity of 
almost 95% in 1982. Five schools — led by Reeves Elementary School at 137% 
-- had enrollments greater than their stated capacity. To accommodate this 
condition, the district makes extensive use of portable classrooms. 


Carbon County employed 217 teachers in 1982; this translates into a 
24:1 student/teacher ratio. East Carbon High School in Carbon had the lowest 
ratio (14:1), while Wellington Elementary School in Wellington had the highest 
ratio (33:1). The district student/teacher ratio of 24:1 is slightly greater 
than the state average of 23:1. 


Carbon County approved a $16 million bond for school construction and 
improvements in 1982. The state estimates that the county would need to 
invest over $10 million in schools by 1987, but does not indicate how many 
additional funds would be needed through 1995. The 1982 bond issue exhausted 
the legal debt capacity of the school district. 
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Table 2.19 Current Enrollment, Capacity, and Staffing Statistics 


of Schools by County School District, 


1982 


SS LLL eee? 


District /School 


Location Enrollment 


Teachers 


Student / 
Teacher Ratio 


nn nnn nn seat 


Carbon County School District 
Castle Heights Elementary 


Durrant Elementary 
Price Elementary 
Reeves Elementary 

Mont Harmon Junior High 
Carbon High School 
Sally Manto Elementary 
Helper Junior High 
Petersen Elementary 
East Carbon High School 
Wellington Elementary 


Duchesne County School District 


Altamont Elementary 
Altamont High School 
Duchesne Elementary 
Duchesne High School 
Myton Elementary 
Neola Elementary 
East Elementary 
Roosevelt Elementary 
Roosevelt Junior High 
Union High School 
Tabiona Elementary 
Tabiona High School 


Emery County School District 


Castle Dale Elementary 
Emery County High School 
Cleveland Elementary 
Ferron Elementary 

San Rafael Junior High 
Book Cliff Elementary 
Green River High School 
Huntington Elementary 
Canyon View Junior High 


Garfield County School District 


Antimony Elementary 
Bryce Valley School 
Escalante Elementary 
Escalante High School 
Panguitch Elementary 
Panguitch High School 
Ticaboo School 


Grand County School District 
Helen M. Knight Elementary 


Southeast Elementary 
Grand County Middle School 
Grand High School 

Sundwall Center 


5,245 

Price 595 
Price 507 
Price 549 
Price 324 
Price 712 
Price 787 
Helper 500 
Helper 270 
Sunnyside Sof 
Sunnyside 222 
Wellington 427 
4,247 

Altamont 391 
Altamont 250 
Duchesne 486 
Duchesne 330 
Myton 246 
Neola 275 
Roosevelt 678 
Roosevelt 348 
Roosevelt 475 
Roosevelt 573 
Tabiona 111 
Tabiona 84 
' 3,281 

Castle Dale 442 
Castle Dale 476 
Cleveland 327 
Ferron 556 
Ferron 350 
Green River 161 
Green River 134 
Huntington 548 
Huntington 287 
982 

Antimony 12 
Tropic 236 
Escalante 107 
Escalante 64 
Panguitch 234 
Panguitch 226 
Ticaboo 103 
1,784 

Moab 407 
Moab 477 
Moab 429 
Moab 455 
Moab 16 


Present Percent of 
Capacity Capacity 
5,549 94.5 

559 106.4 
592° 85.6 
817 67.2 
236 137.3 
764 932 
716 109.9 
464 107.8 
339 79.6 
394 89.3 
343 64.7 
325 131.4 
4,886 86.9 
332 117.8 
289 86.5 
375 129.6 
416 79.3 
569 43.2 
435 63.2 
527 128.7 
367 94.8 
520 91.3 
401 142.9 
655 29.8 
4,347 75.5 
492 89.8 
1,012 47.0 
366 89.3 
494 112.6 
403 86.8 
161 100.0 
342 39.2 
674 81.3 
403 a2 
1,287 76.3 
41 29.3 
420 56.2 
137 78.1 
159 40.3 
228 102.6 
255 88.6 
47 219.1 
1,667 107.0 
373 109.1 
520 91.7 
353 121.5 
410 111.0 
11 145.5 


24:1 
Sle 
28:1 
26:1 
2331 
24:1 
ZEST 
26:1 
1931 
2321 
14:1 
33:1 


2331 
26:1 
18:1 
2621 
19:1 
26:1 
29:1 
26:1 
24:1 
211 
213% 
2221 
17:1 
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Table 2.19 (Cont'd) 








Present Percent of Student / 
District /School Location Enrollment Capacity Capacity Teachers Teacher Ratio 
Uintah County School District 6,478 6,143 105.5 222.5 2931 
Ashley Elementary Vernal 546 503 108.5 18 30:1 
Central Elementary Vernal 465 439 105.9 14.5 321 
Discovery Elementary Vernal 654 587 111.4 20 pow 3321 
Northwest Elementary* Vernal = 694 = - = 
Southeast Elementary* Vernal = 694 = - ” 
Vernal Junior High Vernal 1,662 959 173.3 44 38:1 
Uintah High School Vernal 857 922 93.0 38 23:1 
Uintah Learning Center Vernal 83 67 123.9 7 1221 
Maeser Elementary Maeser 609 387 157.4 20 30:1 
Naples Elementary Naples 652 374 174.3 20 3331 
Todd Elementary Western Uintah 724 283 255.8 26 28:1 
County 
West Junior High Western Uintah 226 234 96.6 15 15:1 
County 
Wayne County School District 555 592 93.8 32.5 17:1 
Hanksville Elementary Hanksville 52 82 63.4 3.5 15:1 
Loa Elementary Loa 239 239 100.0 12 20:1 
Wayne Middle School? Bicknell 119 - es 7 21:1 
Wayne High School Bicknell 145 271 53.5 10 1531 





'8scheduled to open in 1983. 
bBuilding has been condemned; nominal capacity is 271 but actual capacity is zero. 


Source: tabulated from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished 
information (June 1983). 


Duchesne County School District 


A total of 4,247 students were enrolled in Duchesne County schools in 
1982. School enrollment ranged from 84 at Tabiona High School in Tabiona to 
678 at East Elementary School in Roosevelt. The four schools in Roosevelt had 
a total of 2,047 students. The other eight schools in the county accounted 
for the other 2,200 students (52%). 


The total capacity of the schools in the county was 4,886 in 1982. 
Altamont High School in Altamont had a capacity of 289 students, the lowest in 
the district. The school building in Tabiona, serving both the high school 
and the elementary school, had the greatest district capacity —- 655. 


The schools in Duchesne County varied considerably in terms of their 
percent of operating capacity. In 1982, the school building in Tabiona was at 
29.8% of capacity, and the elementary school in Myton was at 43.2% of 
capacity. Conversely, two schools in Roosevelt and one school in Duchesne 
were operating at over 125% of capacity. The schools in the district as a 
whole were operating at 8/% of capacity. 


The district employed 184.5 teachers in 1982. 
ratio of 23:1 was the same as the ratio for the state. 


The student/teacher 
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Duchesne County has been devoting $2 million annually to capital 
facilities. The state has estimated that the county would need to spend 
slightly more than $20 million for school construction between 1982 and 1987. 


Emery County School District 


Enrollment in Emery County schools totaled 3,281 in 1982. Ferron 
Elementary School in Ferron had the largest enrollment (556), while Book Cliff 
Elementary in Green River had the smallest enrollment (161). Castle Dale, 
Ferron, and Huntington, each of which have two schools, had about 80% of the 
total enrollment in the district. 


The 11 schools in the district had a combined capacity of 4,347 
students. The capacities of the schools ranged from 161 at Book Cliff 
Elementary to 1,012 at Emery County High School in Castle Dale. 


Only one school in the district —- Ferron Elementary School — had an 
enrollment that exceeded its capacity in 1982. The schools throughout the 
district were operating at slightly over 7/54 of capacity. Some portable 
classrooms are used, but most of the schools could accommodate another 100 
students. 


The district employed 147 teachers in 1982. The student/teacher ratio 
for the district was 22:1, just below the state ratio (23:1). Ferron 
Elementary had a student/teacher ratio of 31:1, the highest in the district, 
while Green River High School had the lowest ratio of 12:1. 


The county recently completed a building program that doubled the 
capacity of the schools. Over $30 million in bonding capacity remains; the 
State estimates the district would need to spend over $18 million by 1987 to 
accommodate expected growth. Based on the 1980 age distribution, the school- 
age population would increase rapidly in coming years (see Fig 2.12). 


Garfield County School District 


The seven schools in Garfield County had a total of 982 students in 
1982. All of the schools are relatively small: the highest enrollment was 
only 236 at Bryce Valley School in Tropic, while two schools had less than 100 
students. 


The capacity of the schools was 1,287 students in 1982. Again, the 
largest school —- Bryce Valley School — had a capacity of only 420. Ticaboo 
School and Antimony Elementary were the smallest schools having capacities of 
47 and 4l, respectively. 


Most of the schools in the district were operating at well under their 
Stated capacities. The most striking exception was the Ticaboo School, which 
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was operating at 219% of capacity. The seven district schools together had an 
average operating capacity of 75%. 


Garfield County employed 63 teachers in 1982. The highest student/ 
teacher ratio in the county was 23:1, the same as the state average. The 
student/teacher ratio in the school district was substantially lower —- 16:1. 


The Garfield school district has an ambitious building program that is 
intended to give it all new buildings in 10 years, at a cost of $6 million. 
The distribution of school-age population (Fig. 2.13) indicates that the 
number of junior high and high school students would increase substantially in 
the near future. Several temporary measures have been proposed to reduce the 
overcrowding in the Ticaboo School and to increase the capacity of the high 
schools in the district. 


Grand County School District 


In 1982, 1,784 students were enrolled in the five schools in Grand 
County. Four of the schools had between 400 and 500 students, while the 
Sundwall Center had an enrollment of 16. 


The combined capacity of the schools in 1982 was 1,667. The capacities 
of the schools ranged from 11 at the Sundwall Center to 520 at Southeast 
Elementary. 


Only one school, Southeast Elementary, was operating under its capacity 
in 1982. The Sundwall Center was operating at 146% of capacity and Grand 
County Middle School was operating at 122% of capacity. The five schools 
together had an average operating capacity of 1072. 


Grand County employed 80 teachers in 1982. The student/teacher ratio 
in the county was 22:1, just below the state ratio of 23:1. The student/ 
teacher ratios ranged from 16:1 at the Sundwall Center to 27:1 at the 
Southeast Elementary School in Moab. 


The large number of children aged 0 to 5 (Fig. 2.14) indicates that 
elementary school enrollment would increase substantially in coming years. An 
extensive remodeling program that is under way in the county would help 
alleviate the current overcrowding in the schools. 


Uintah County School District 


A total of 6,478 students attended Uintah County schools in 1982. 
Enrollment ranged from 83 at the Uintah Learning Center in Vernal to 1,662 at 
Vernal Junior High School. Six of the 10 operating schools and about two- 
thirds of the students were in Vernal. 


The capacity of the schools in the district was 6,143. This total 


includes two elementary schools in Vernal scheduled to open in 1983. The 
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junior high school and senior high school in Vernal each have a capacity of 
over 900, while the Learning Center had a capacity of 6/7. 


Even including the two new schools in Vernal, the average operating 
capacity in the school district was 106% in 1982. Only two schools were 
operating at less than 100% of capacity, while Todd Elementary School in 
western Uintah County was operating at 2564 of capacity. Three other schools 
were operating at over 150% of capacity. 


In 1982, the district employed 222.5 teachers. The student/teacher 
ratio for the district was 29:1, well above the state ratio of 23:1. Uintah 
Learning Center had a student/teacher ratio of 12:1, but Vernal Junior High 
School had a student/teacher ratio of 38:1. 


In addition to the two elementary schools scheduled to open in 1983, 
Uintah County has plans to open another elementary school, a junior high 
school, and a high school in the 1984-85 school year. Funding for this 
construction exceeds county resources, so industry contributions are being 
sought. 


Wayne County School District 


The four schools in Wayne County had a combined enrollment of 555 in 
1982. Loa Elementary, with 239 students, had the largest enrollment, while 
Hanksville Elementary had the smallest enrollment with 52 students. 


The combined capacity of the schools was 592 in 1982. This does not 
include the Wayne Middle School building in Bicknell, which has a stated 
capacity of 2/71 but has been condemned. Including the enrollment but not the 
capacity of the Wayne Middle School, the schools in the district were 
operating at 94% of capacity in 1982. The excess capacity of the Wayne High 
School in Bicknell exceeded the enrollment of the Wayne Middle School. 


Wayne County employed 32.5 teachers in 1982. The student/teacher ratio 
for the district was 17:1, well under the state ratio of 23:1. No school 
deviated from the district ratio by more than four students per teacher. 


The district has $3.3 million available for school improvements over 
the next three years. The state has estimated the needs of the district 
through 1987 at $730,000. The school-age population distribution (Fig. 2.16) 
reveals that school enrollment should increase slightly in the next several 
years. 


2.4.2.2 Baseline Projection of Education Services 


The baseline projection of additional education services by county, 
between 1985 and 2005, is presented in Table 2.20. The projected number of 
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Table 2.20 Change in Education Service Demands by County and Year 
Resulting from the Baseline Population Projections® 


I a ev eee SaaS PT PURIRNESEY ENP NUE SERS 


Average Annual 


Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change Percent Change 
County/ 
Service Demand 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 1985-2005 


i 


Carbon County 


Students 1,924 3,824 4,824 4,624 4,724 9.63 -0.21 145.5 
Classrooms 77 153 193 185 189 9.62 -0.21 145.5 
Teachers 77 153 193 185 189 9.62 -0.21 145.5 
Duchesne County 
Students 1,254 1,924 2,244 1,824 1,724 5.99 -2.60 37.5 
Classrooms 51 77 90 73 69 5.84 -2.62 35.3 
Teachers 51 77 90 73 69 5.84 -2.62 35.3 
Emery County ; 
Students 816 1,416 1,716 1,516 1,516 7-72 -1.23 85.8 
Classrooms 33 57 69 61 61 7.65 -1.22 84.8 
Teachers 33 57 69 61 61 72.65 -1.22 84.8 
Garfield County 
Students 128 328 428 528 628 12.83 3.91 390.6 
Classrooms 6 14 18 22 26 11.61 3375 333.3 
Teachers 6 14 18 22 26 11.61 3.75 333.3 
Grand County 
Students 99 479 599 479 529 19.72 -1.24 434.3 
Classrooms 4 20 24 20 22 19.62 -0.87 450.0 
Teachers 4 20 24 20 22 19.62 -0.87 450.0 
Uintah County 
Students 1,400 3,010 3,770 3,020 2,790 10.41 -2.97 99.3 
Classrooms 56 121 151 121 112 10.43 -2.94 100.0 
Teachers 56 121 151 121 112 10.43 -2.94 100.0 
Wayne County 
Students 48 98 158 198 238 12.65 4.18 395.8 
Classrooms 2 4 7 8 10 13.35 3.63 400.0 
Teachers 2 4 7 8 10 13.35 3.63 400.0 


a 


2Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, State of 
Utah and UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A 
for service standard guidelines. 


students was computed by the UPED model based on changes in the general 
population between 1985 and 2005. The numbers of teachers and classrooms were 
subsequently derived from the projected number of students.* 


Table 2.20 indicates that the demand for educational services is pro- 
jected to increase substantially between 1985 and 2005. The largest increases 
would occur in Grand, Garfield and Wayne counties, where the number of 
students is forecast to increase by 434%, 391%, and 396%, respectively. 
Duchesne County would have the smallest increase in the number of students: 
38% more in 2005 than 1985. 





*See Appendix A for a discussion of the methodology and assumptions. 
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In each of the counties, the demand for additional educational services 
is projected to grow more rapidly between 1985 and 1995 than between 1995 and 
2005. Annual growth from 5 to 11Z would occur in Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, 
Grand, and Uintah counties between 1985 and 1995, but in the following 10 year 
period, each of those counties is expected to realize a slight decline in the 
demand for educational servicese The number of students in Garfield and Wayne 
counties would increase throughout the 20 year period, albeit at a slower rate 
after 1995. 


It is projected that the number of students in 1985 would be from 164 
(in Wayne County) to 45% (in Carbon County) greater than the current 
enrollment in 1982. By 2005, the total number of students in each county 
would have increased by at least 50% and as much as 100% over the corre- 
sponding 1982 enrollment levels. Without an increase in the present capacity 
of the schools in each county, Carbon County would be operating at 187% of 
capacity and Uintah County would be operating at 159% of capacity in 2005. 


2.4.3 Health Care Services 


A description of general health care and mental health care services is 
presented in this section. Both the existing health care services and the’ 
projected demand for health care services in each county are addressed. 
Emergency medical services are considered separately in Sec. 2.4.4. 


2.4.3.1 Existing General Health Care Conditions in the Counties 


Carbon County 


It has been determined elsewhere that, in general, health care services 
in Carbon County are at or above recommended service levels.* Castleview 
Hospital in Price currently has 70 beds; an expansion to 88 beds is planned 
for completion in December 1983. This hospital also serves Emery County, 
where there is no hospital. 


There are 21 physicians, with a wide range of medical specialties, in 
the county. Eighteen of the physicians are located in Price, two are in 
Helper, and one is in East Carbon. The county is also served by 11 dentists 
in Price and one dentist in Helper. 


*Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, 
unpublished information (June 1983). 
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Duchesne County 


The Duchesne County Hospital in Roosevelt currently has 32 beds and an 
occupancy rate of about 60%. An ongoing expansion project would raise the 
capacity to 42 beds and add new facilities throughout the hospital. Five 
local doctors in Roosevelt are supplemented by doctors flown in to staff the 
hospital on nights and holidays. These facilities and personnel serve the 
residents of Ballard and rural Uintah County, as well as residents of other 
parts of Duchesne County. , Additional health care facilities in Duchesne 
County are located in the town of Duchesne. A clinic there is staffed by 
nurse-practitioners operating during regular business hours Monday through 
Friday and on Saturday morning. Two doctors make regular visits to the 
clinic. There are also six dentists in Roosevelt and one dentist in Duchesne. 


Emery County 


Since there is no hospital in Emery County, hospital services are 
provided by Castleview Hospital in Price (Carbon County) and by the Allen 
Memorial Hospital in Moab (Grand County). Green River has a clinic staffed by 
a nurse-practitioner, and Castle Dale has a clinic and two physicians. There 
are two dentists in Castle Dale, one dentist in Ferron, and a dentist visits 
Green River once a week. 


Garfield County 


Health care in Garfield County is very limited. A clinic in Escalante 
is visited by a doctor three days a week. Other physicians, dentists and a 
small hospital are located in Panguitch, 65 miles from Escalante and 92 miles 
from Boulder. 


Grand County 


Allen Memorial Hospital in Moab has 38 beds with four doctors and 15 
registered nurses on staff. Consulting physicians include one radiologist and 
one pathologist. 


Uintah County 


The Ashley Valley Medical Center, completed in 1980, is a 36-bed 
hospital located in Vernal. The full-time equivalent of 11.35 physicians work 
in Vernal along with 10 dentists. Residents of the western part of Uintah 
County use the Duchesne County Hospital and other health care facilities in 
Roosevelt. 


< 
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Wayne County 


Wayne County residents generally use the Sevier Valley Hospital in 
Richfield. The Wayne County Clinic in Bicknell is staffed by a nurse- 
practitioner and visited by a doctor three days a week. Residents in the 
Hanksville area use clinic facilities in Green River or Bicknell. There is a 
part-time dentist in Bicknell. 


2.4.3.2 Existing Mental Health Care Conditions in the Counties 


Carbon County 


A recent study by John Short and Associates* ‘concluded that mental 
health services in Carbon County could be deemed adequate. An interview with 
a representative of the state Mental Health Services indicated that the 
existing mental health center is understaffed and has faced rising admissions 
and a declining staff since 1978. 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County is served by state Mental Health Services with offices 
in Roosevelt and Vernal in Uintah County. Duchesne County has a staff of two 
alcohol and drug abuse counselors, two mental health specialists, one 
psychology resident, and one psychiatric nurse. County residents may also 
travel to Vernal for appointments with a psychiatrist or a psychologist who 
are available two days each month. 


Emery County 


Mental health services in Emery County are provided by the state Mental 
Health Services office in Price, Carbon County. The state also maintains a 
permanent office in Castle Dale. A heavy case load increase has been handled 
by a staff that has declined by 30% since 1978 due to insufficient funding. 


Garfield County 


Limited mental health services for Garfield County are available in 
Panguitch, as a satellite operation of the state Mental Health Services in St. 





*John Short and Associates, Sage Point/Dugout Canyon Project: Infrastructure 
and Community Plan, p. 125 (Jan. 1983), as cited in Nellis, Lee, and John K. 
Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished information (June 
1983). 
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Georgee One full-time psychologist is located in Panguitch and a psychiatrist 
visits the Panguitch office two times a month. 


Grand County 


Two psychiatrists serve as consulting physicians at Allen Memorial 
Hospital in Moab. 


Uintah County 


District VI of the state Department of Social Services provides all 
mental health care in Uintah County. There are insufficient personnel to 
handle a significant increase in the number of patients. 


Wayne County 


There is one mental health worker in Bicknell who is part of the staff 
of District IV Mental Health Services. 


2.4.3.3 Baseline Projection of Health Care Services 


Table 2.21 illustrates the change in the demand for health care 
services resulting from the baseline population projectionse The number of 
additional hospital beds, doctors, dentists, nurses, public health nurses, 
clinical psychologists, and mental health workers that would be needed in each 
county between 1985 and 2005 is projected. The largest increases would occur 
in Carbon and Uintah counties. Only slight increases are expected to occur in 
Garfield, Grand, and Wayne counties. At no time in any county would more than 
two additional clinical psychologists or mental health care workers be 
required. . 


Since there are no hospitals in either Emery or Wayne counties, even 
the modest increases in the demand for hospital beds would tax existing 
resources. The sharp growth in the projected need for long-term care hospital 
facilities in Uintah County would exceed the capacity of the Ashley Valley 
Medical Center by 2005 -- even without considering the current demand for such 
services. The additional demand for doctors would be equal to, or only 
slightly less than, the present number of doctors in Duchesne, Emery, and 
Uintah counties. 
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Table 2.21 Change in Health Care Service Demands by County and Year 
Resulting from the Baseline Population Projections® 


IE WE ERI! GE OB ae a a aL TE SRE ne Ae OR Rea ie aad 


Average Annual 


Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County/Service Demand 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 


Sn a RSE i oe cm 


Carbon County 


General Health Care 
Hospital beds 


General care 15 25 29 30 31 6.81 0.67 
Long-term care 23 39 39 39 43 5.42 0.98 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 5 8 9 9 10 6.05 1.06 
Dentists 4 7 8 8 8 718 0 
Nurses 13 21 25 25 26 6.76 0.39 
Public health nurses 2 3 3 3 4 4.14 2.92 
Mental Health Care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Mental health workers 1 2 2 2 2 7.18 0 


Duchesne County 


General Health Care 
Hospital beds 


General care 11 13 13 12 11 1.68 -1.66 
Long-term care 6 9 14 18 24 8.84 5.54 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 4 4 4 4 0 0 
Dentists 3 4 4 3 3 2.92 -2.84 
Nurses 9 1l 11 10 10 2.03 -0.95 
Public health nurses 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 
Mental Health Care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Mental health workers 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Emery County 
General Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 6 y 8 7 7 2.92 -1.33 
Long-term care 6 6 6 4 4 0 3.97 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 2 3 3 2 2 4.14 -3.97 
Dentists zZ 2 2 2 2 0 0 
Nurses 5 6 if 6 6 3.42 0 
Public health nurses 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Mental Health Care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Mental health workers 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Garfield County 
General Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 2 2 . 3 4 0 0 
Long-term care 3 3 3 1 Z 0 0 


Medical personnel 


Doctors 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Dentists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Nurses 2 2 2 3 3 0 4.14 
Public health nurses 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 


Table 2.21 (Cont'd) 





Average Annual 


Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County/Service Demand 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 





Garfield County (Cont'd) 


Mental Health Care 


Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Mental health workers 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Grand County 
General Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 0 1 1 -b 
Long-term care 2 2 2 2 0 0 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 0 1 1 1 1 _b 0 
Dentists 0 1 1 1 1 _b 0 
Nurses 0 1 1 1 1 -b 0 
Public health nurses 0 1 1 1 1 _b 0 
Mental Health Care 
Clinical psychologists 0 1 1 1 1 -b 0 
Mental health workers 0 1 1 1 1 oe 
Uintah County 
General Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 1l 18 19 17 16 5.62 -1.70 
Long-term care 10 21 29 35 42 11.23 3.77 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 6 6 6 5 4.14 -1.81 
Dentists 3 5 5 5 4 5.24 -2.21 
Nurses 9 15 16 15 14 5.92 -1.33 
Public health nurses 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 
Mental Health Care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Mental health workers 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 


Wayne County 


General Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 1 1 2 2 3 7.18 4.14 


Long-term care 3 4 5 6 7.18 4.14 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Dentists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Nurses 1 1 2 2 2 7.18 0 
Public health nurses 1 1 1 1 I 0 0 
Mental Health Care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Mental health workers 1 1 1 1 i 0 0 





'Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office, (June 1983). 
See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


bundefined. 
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2.4.4 Public Safety 


The county and city resources for law enforcement (Sec. 2.4.4.1), fire 
protection (Sec. 2.4.4.2), amd emergency medical services (Sec. 2.4.4.3) are 
described in this section. Both the existing level of service and facilities 
and the baseline projections (Sec. 2.4.4.4) of public safety requirements are 
presented. 


2.4.4.1 Law Enforcement 


Carbon County 


The Carbon County Sheriff's Department serves the unincorporated areas 
of the county. The 12 officers of the Department also provide backup and 
dispatching for the police forces of the cities in the county, with the 
exception of East Carbon, which has its own dispatch service. The only jail 
in the county is the county jail in Price. The jail has been described as 
"essentially overcrowded" and not meeting most state and federal standards. 
An assessment of this situation has determined that “the potential for 
lawsuits concerning jail standards does exist."* 


In addition to the county resources, several of the cities in the 
county employ law enforcement personnel. Wellington has 1 full-time police 
officer, Price has 17, Helper has 5, and East Carbon and Sunnyside share 1 
officer. 


Duchesne County 


The Duchesne County Sheriff's Department serves the unincorporated 
areas of the county and the city of Duchesne. The Department has 10 full-time 
officers, plus supporting dispatchers and jailers. It is also in the process 
of reorganizing a jeep posse to assist in search and rescue missions. The 
Duchesne County Jail in Duchesne can accommodate up to 36 prisoners and 
averages about 14 prisoners. The facility is not licensed to hold juveniles 
-- they must be transported to Vernal for detention. Additional law enforce- 
ment personnel are located in Roosevelt, which employs 12 full-time officers. 


*John Short and Associates, Sage Point/Dugout Canyon Project: Infrastructure 
and Community Plan, p. 95 (Jan. 1983), as cited in Nellis, Lee and John K. 


Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished information (June 
1983). 
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Emery County 


The Emery County Sheriff's Department serves all areas of the county 
except for the city of Green River. The Department has 34 full-time officers, 
dispatchers, and jailers. According to the sheriff, any significant increase 
in population would necessitate an increase in this force. The Emery County 
jail in Castle Dale currently accommodates an average of 10 prisoners. The 
principal problem of the facility is the detention of women or juveniles -- 
one female or juvenile prisoner uses the same amount of space as 12 men. 


Green River maintains its own two-officer police force. Five Utah 
Highway Patrol officers and two deputy sheriffs are also stationed in Green 
River. 


Garfield County 


The current law enforcement needs of Garfield County are handled by a 
single officer who is paid part-time by the county and part-time by the towns 
of Boulder, Escalante, and Panguitch. The response time for the officer, 
located in Panguitch, is one hour to Escalante and one and one-half hours to 
Boulder. 


Grand County 


The Grand County Sheriff's Department is composed of the sheriff and 
six deputies. Calls to the Westwater area are presently infrequent, primarily 
related to car thefts and drownings. The county jail is located in the 
courthouse and has a capacity of 16 men and 6 women. 


Uintah County 


The Uintah County Sheriff's Department serves the unincorporated areas 
of the county. The Department employs 14.5 officers and six support 
personnel. Central dispatching is handled through the city of Vernal. The 
county jail in Vernal is used by all law enforcement agencies operating in the 
county and accommodates 2/7 prisoners. “For the jail to comply with federal 
and state standards, a great deal of upgrading and renovation will have to be 
done."* 


*Ashley Valley Master Plan, Vernal City-Uintah County Planning Office, pp. ize 
17. (1982), as cited in Nellis, Lee and John K. Nicholson, Utah State 
University Foundation, unpublished information (June 1983). 
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Various city resources supplement the county law enforcement effort. 
Vernal employs 21 full-time police officers and six support personnel. Naples 
has three full-time officers. Ballard relies on the county sheriff. 


Wayne County 


The Wayne County Sheriff's Department has a part-time. deputy in 
Hanksville. There is also a Utah Highway patrol officer stationed in 
Hanksville. The response time to Hanksville for officers from Loa (the county 
seat) is approximately one hour, but inadequate radio communication over 
Capitol Reef National Park may affect service to the Hanksville area. 


2.4.4.2 Fire Protection 


Carbon County 


Carbon County helps fund the fire departments in the cities within the 
county, and all fire calls are dispatched through the county sheriff's 
department. Otherwise, fire protection is provided by the local communities. 
East Carbon has a 12-member volunteer fire protection force and two pumpers 
and one tanker with a combined 1500 gallon capacity. Helper has a 16-member 
volunteer force and two pumpers, a tanker, and a pumper/rescue truck with a 
combined capacity of 2500 gallons. The Price Fire Department has a full-time 
chief, 25 volunteers, and three pumpers, a pumper/ladder truck, and a tanker 
with a combined capacity of 4500 gallons. Sunnyside has a 16-member volunteer 
force and two pumpers with a combined capacity of 4000 gallons. Wellington 
has a 20-member volunteer force and two pumpers and a tanker with a combined 
capacity of 2150 gallons. 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County is the principal funding agency for the volunteer fire 
departments located in Roosevelt and Duchesne. The county sheriff dispatches 
all fire calls in the county. It has been stated that “the fire department in 
Roosevelt adequately meets existing needs."* The department is equipped with 
two pumpers and a tanker with a combined capacity of more than 2000 gallons. 


*Roosevelt City Master Plan, p. IV-31 (Oct. 1982), as cited in Nellis, Lee and 


John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished information 
(June 1983). 
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Emery County 


Emery County is the principal funding agency for the volunteer fire 
departments located throughout the county. The county recently constructed a 
new fire station in each Castle Valley community and provided new mini-pumper 
trucks for each department. The county also covered /54 of the cost of a 
tanker for each department. 


Garfield County 


Garfield County is the principal funding agency for the volunteer fire 
departments in Escalante and Boulder. Escalante has two pumps and Boulder has 
one truck that is currently without a pump. 


Grand County 


There is a fire truck, owned by the county and operated by volunteers, 
located in Thompson. During the summer, Grand County pays half of the salary 
of a state forester for fire protection. Fire protection in the Westwater 
area is on a volunteer basis. 


Uintah County 


Uintah County and the city of Vernal cooperate in the maintenance of 
the Ashley Valley Fire Department. The Department is staffed by 25 volunteers 
and has four pumpers and a foam and dry-powder truck. Naples has its own 
volunteer fire department with 20 volunteers and one 1000 gallon pumper. 
Ballard is served by the Duchesne County Fire Department in Roosevelt. 


Wayne County 


Wayne County maintains a truck for the Hanksville Volunteer Fire 
Department, and the local department could be supported by a pumper and 
personnel from the local BLM Resource Area headquarters. There is also a need 
for an alarm and alert system for the fire department. 


2.4.4.3 Emergency Medical Services 


Carbon County 


Carbon County provides ambulance service for all parts of the county. 
All ambulance calls are dispatched through the sheriff's department. The 
county has 19 active emergency medical technicians and 5 ambulances located in 
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Price, and 8 emergency medical technicians and 2 ambulances located in 
Sunnyside. 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County provides ambulances staffed by volunteer emergency 
medical technicians in Altamont, Duchesne, Roosevelt, and Tabiona. The county 
sheriff dispatches all emergency calls in the county. Duchesne and Roosevelt 
each have one ambulance. The volunteer emergency medical technicians in 
Roosevelt have been partially responsible for the cost of their own training. 


Emery County 


Paid volunteer emergency medical technicians staff four ambulances 
provided by Emery County in Emery, Ferron, Castle Dale, and Huntington. There 
are three ambulances in Green River, also staffed by volunteer emergency 
medical technicians. 


Garfield County 


Garfield County provides one ambulance in Boulder and one ambulance in 
Escalante. Four volunteer emergency medical technicians staff the ambulance 
in Boulder, and five or six volunteer emergency medical technicians staff the 
ambulance in Escalante. 


Grand County 


Ambulance calls are dispatched through the sheriff's office in Moab. 
An informal agreement exists between Grand County and Green River to provide 
backup ambulance service to the Grand County portion of Interstate Highway /0. 


Uintah County 


The Ashley Valley Medical Center in Vernal is served by two ambulances 
staffed by 18 emergency medical technicians. All parts of the county are 
served by the center with the exception of Ballard, which is served by 
Duchesne County from Roosevelt. 


Wayne County 


Wayne County maintains an ambulance in Hanksville and funds the 
training of the volunteer emergency medical technicians who staff it. 
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2.4.4.4 Baseline Projection of Public Safety Requirements 


Table 2.22 illustrates the change in the demand for public safety 
services resulting from the baseline population projections. For law 
enforcement, the number of additional police officers, patrol cars, juvenile 
holding cells, and the amount of jail space that would be needed in each 
county between 1985 and 2005 is projected. Similar projections are made for 
fire protection measured by fire hydrant flow and duration. For emergency 
medical services, the number of ambulances and emergency medical technicians 
is projected. In each instance, whenever the standard indicated that a 
fraction of a service would be needed, the number was rounded up to the next 
highest integer. For example, if the standard specified that one-half of an 
ambulance is required by the projected population increase in a county, the 
county was said to have a service demand of one ambulance. 


The additional demand for most services is forecast to be greater 
between 1985 and 1995 than between 1995 and 2005. The greatest increase in 
law enforcement services would occur in Wayne and Carbon counties, where the 
demand for police officers and patrol cars would increase about 7% annually 
between 1985 and 1995. There are projected to be slight increases in Emery, 
Garfield, Grand, and Wayne counties in the demand for fire protection 
services, while the demand for fire protection services in the other counties 
would remain constant. Similarly, with the exception of increases in Carbon 
and Grand counties, the demand for emergency medical services is not projected 
to change between 1985 and 2005. 


Considering the inadequate conditions currently existing in the Carbon 
and Uintah county jails, the additional demand for jail space would be 
especially severe in those counties. The demand for police officers by 2005 
would be well over twice as large as the existing police force in Carbon and 
Garfield counties and would be roughly equal to the existing force in 
Duchesne, Uintah, and Wayne counties. It is difficult to compare the existing 
fire protection services with the demand for fire protection services since 
the existing services are described in terms of fire hydrant flow and 
duration. The emergency medical services in each county are expected to be 
adequate for the projected increase in population. 


2.4.5 ...Utilities 


The characteristics of the sewage, solid waste disposal, and water 
supply and treatment systems throughout the region are detailed in this 
section (Secs. 2.4.5.1-2.4.5.3). Both the existing facilities and demands and 
the baseline projections for additional services are described. The projected 
service requirements for all three utilities are presented in Sec. 2.4.5.4. 
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Table 2.22 Change in Public Safety Requirements by County and Year 
as a Result of the Baseline Population Projections® 


I 


Average Annual 


Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County/Service Demand 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Carbon County 
Law Enforcement 
Police officers 15 25 29 30 31 6.81 0.67 
Patrol cars : 15 25 29 30 31 6.81 0.67 
Jail space (sq ft) 3,703 6,161 7,161 7,306 HED 6.82 0.53 
Juvenile holding 
cells 1 2 2 2 3 7.18 4.14 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hrs)° 3,000/10 3,000/10 3,000/10 3,000/10 3,000/10 0 0 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 3 3 3 4 4.14 2.92 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 21 7h ze 28 4.14 2.92 
Duchesne County 
Law Enforcement 
Police officers 11 1s 13 12 1B 1.68 -1.66 
Patrol cars 11 13 13 12 11 1.68 -1.66 
Jail space (sq ft) 2,608 3,033 3,058 2,863 2,703 1.60 -1.23 
Juvenile holding 
cells 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hrs)° 2,500/10 3,000/10 3,000/10 2,500/10 2,500/10 1.84 -1.81 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 14 14 14 14 0 0 
Emery County 
Law Enforcement 
Police officers 6 7, 8 7 7 2eo2 -1.33 
Patrol cars 6 7 8 7 7 2.92 -1.33 
Jail space (sq ft) 1,305 1,695 1,815 1,640 13550 3.35 -1.57 
Juventie holding 
cells 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hrs)° 1,750/7 2,000/8 2,000/8 2,000/8 2,000/8 1.34 0 


Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 


Emergency medical 
technicians 7 7 7 7 7 0 0 
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Table 2.22 (Cont'd) 


ae 


Average Annual 


Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County/Service Demand 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 


i  S 


Garfield County 


Law Enforcement 


Police officers 2 2 3 3 4 4.14 2.92 
Patrol cars 2 2 3 3 4 4.14 2.92 
Jail space (sq ft) 314 464 564 664 764 6.03 3.08 
Juvenile holding : 

cells 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 


Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ : 
duration (hrs)° 1,000/4 1,000/4 1,250/5 1,250/5 1,500/6 2.26 1.84 


Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Emergency medical 
technicians i U 7 7 7 0 0 


Grand County 


Law Enforcement 


Police officers 0 1 1 1 1 -d 0 
Patrol cars 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 
Jail space (sq ft) -220 5 110 45 130 -d 1.68 
Juvenile holding 4 
cells 0 1 1 1 1 = 0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hrs)° 0/0 1,000/4 1,000/4 1,000/4 1,000/4 -d 0 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 0 1 1 1 1 -d 0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 0 7 7 7 7 -d 0 
Uintah County 
Law Enforcement 
Police officers ll 18 19 17 16 5.62 -1.70 
Patrol cars 11 18 19 17 16 5.62 -1.70 
Jail space (sq ft) 2,602 4,402 4,672 4,222 3,842 6.03 -1.94 
Juvent le holding 
cells 1 2 2 2 2 7.18 0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hrs)° 2,500/10 3,000/10 3,000/10 3,000/10 3,000/10 1.84 : 0 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 14 14 14 14 0 0 
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Table 2.22 (Cont'd) 
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Average Annual 


Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County/Service Demand 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
ee nce ac SSS SA LS A a a eS a a a a a a en a ee TS 
Wayne County 
Law Enforcement 
Police officers 1 1 2 2 3 7.18 4.14 
Patrol cars 1 1 2 2 3 7.18 4.14 
Jail space (sq ft) 105 215 330 420 510 LZ 213 4.45 
Juvenile holding 
cells 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hr)° 1,000/4 1,000/4 1,000/4 1,000/4 1,250/5 0 2.26 
Emergency Medical Service ; 
Ambulances 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 7 7 7 7 7 0 0 


a 


2Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office, (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


byumber of 16-hour juvenile holding cells. 
CWater flow in fire hydrants is measured in gallons per minute (gpm) for a length of time (hrs). 
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2.4.5.1 Sewage System 


Table 2.23 presents a summary of the sewage system characteristics in 
the region. Almost all of the communities are served by a central sewage 
system. Frequently, a special district is responsible for sewage collection 
and treatment in a county. The most common type of collection is gravity 
flow. The type and capacity of treatment facilities vary from county to 
county. 


Carbon County 


The Price River Water Improvement District provides sewage treatment 
for the residents of Helper, Price, Wellington, and the more densely populated 
but unincorporated areas of Carbon County. The system “is operating at 
substantially higher levels than those for which it was designed."* A plan to 





*John Short and Associates, Sage Point/Dugout Canyon Project: Infrastructure 
and Community Plan, p. 84 (Jan. 1983), as cited in Nellis, Lee, and John K. 


Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished information (June 
1983). 
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Table 2.23 Summary of Sewage Disposal System Characteristics by Area (1982) 





Sewage Treatment Plant 





Design 
Flow Average 
Number Capacity Flow Expan- 
Central Collection of Existing (10° gal (10° gal System Population sion 
County/Community System Type Connections per d) per d) Type Capacity Plans 
Carbon County 
East Carbon Yes gravity flow 963 0.5 0.5 lagoons 4,000 Yes 
Helper Yes* gravity flow 6,200 19 2.6 trickling 21,500 Yes 
filter 
Price Yes@ gravity flow - - - - ~ - 
Sunnyside Yes? gravity flow - = = = pss a 
Wellington Yes? gravity flow = = = = = = 
Duchesne County 
Duchesne Yes gravity flow 425 0.60 0.25 lagoons 2,500 No 
Roosevelt Yes gravity flow 1,100 1.50 0.50 lagoons 12,000 Yes 
Emery County 
Castle Dale Yes gravity flow NA NA NA lagoon 7,000 No 
Cleveland Yes gravity flow NA NA NA lagoon 1,400 NA 
Elmo Yes gravity flow NA NA NA lagoon 700 NA 
Emery Yes© gravity flow NA NA NA lagoon 1,300 - 
Ferron Yes® ° gravity flow NA NA NA lagoon 800 Yes 
Green River Yes gravity flow NA NA 0.15 mechanical Yes 
trickling 
filter 
Huntington Yes° gravity flow NA NA’ NA lagoon 3,000 Yes 
Orangeville Yes°r4 gravity flow - - - fe Px No 
Garfield County 
Boulder No none = = cS septic tanks - = 
Escalante No none = = = septic tanks - - 
Grand County NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Uintah County 
Ballard No none 0 = oe septic tanks - tise 
Naples Yes© - - - - - - - 
Vernal j Yes® gravity flow 2,000 Vag 1.8 trickling 40,000 No 
filter 
Wayne County NA NA NA NA NA NA ‘ NA NA 





Helper, Price, and Wellington are served by the Price Water Improvement District. A description of the capacity 
of the district is included under Helper. 


>sunnyside and East Carbon share facilities. A description appears under East Carbon. 
“Served by the Castle Valley Special Service District. 
dcastle Dale and Orangeville share the same sewage disposal system. A description appears under Castle Dale. 


Served by the Ashley Valley Water and Sewer Improvement District facility completed in 1982. A description of 
the capacity of the facility is included under Vernal. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished informa- 
tion (June 1983), and Utah State Energy Office, et al., Final Soctoeconomie Technical Report, Vintah 
Basin Synfuels Development (Feb. 1983). 


de 


increase the capabilities of the district recommends increasing treatment 
capacity to 3.9 million gallons per day, sufficient for a population of 31,500 
or about 10,000 more people than the system presently serves. 


East Carbon and Sunnyside share a sewage treatment system that consists 
of gravity collection mains and lagoonse The treatment facility is designed 
for expansion from the current three to eight lagoons and could serve a 
population of 4,000. 


Duchesne County 


Roosevelt uses a gravity flow sewage collection system that is 
projected to have sufficient capacity through the year 2000. Treatment 
facilities were designed to accommodate a population of 12,000, but illicit 
point source inflows have substantially diminished the ability of the 
treatment facilities to handle growth. Even if the neighboring community of 
Ballard were to share treatment facilities with Roosevelt, “no projected 
improvements would need to be undertaken ... unless the per capita flow rate 
cannot be reduced."* 


Sewage treatment in Duchesne consists of lagoons with a population 
capacity of about 2,500. . The Neola Sewer Improvement District provides 
sewerage in Neola. The treatment facility in the district is at or near 
capacity. 


Emery County 


The Castle Valley Special Service District has incorporated the water, 
sewer, drainage, and road needs of Castle Valley communities into a taxing 
district that includes both the communities and nearby power plants. The 
improvement program for the district is designed to support an increase of at 
least 132% in the Castle Valley population over the next 40 years. The 
district operates the sewage systems in Castle Dale, Emery, Ferron, 
Huntington, and Orangeville. The systems in Ferron and Huntington are at or 
near capacity. 


Cleveland has a new central sewage system capable of serving a 
population of 1,400. Elmo completed a central sewage system in 1982 capable 
of serving a population of 700. Green River has a mechanical trickling filter 
sewage treatment plant which does not operate correctly, and the city is 
actively pursuing funding for a new lagoon treatment facility. 


*Roosevelt City Master Utilities Plan, p. II-16 (1982), as cited in Nellis, 


Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished 
information (June 1983). 
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Garfield County 


There is no central sewage system in either Boulder or Escalante. 


Grand County 


There is no central sewage system in Grand County. 


Uintah County 


The Ashley Valley had no central sewerage until 1982. The Ashley 
Valley Water and Sewer Improvement District now operates what will become an 
almost valleywide sewage system, serving Vernal, Naples, and large 


unincorporated areas. The new system is designed to serve a population of 
about 40,000. 


Ballard does not have a central sewage system, but a preliminary study 
of the feasibility of such a system has been funded. It is possible that 
Ballard would share the treatment facility in Roosevelt. Lack of sewerage has 
been described as the main obstacle to growth in Ballard. 


Wayne County 


There is no central sewage system in Wayne County. 


2.4.5.2 Solid Waste Disposal System 


As seen in Table 2.24, the solid waste disposal system in the region is 
highly decentralized. Solid waste collection is done by private contractor or 
on an individual basis throughout the region with the exception of Vernal, 
which operates a city collection system. In most cases, landfills are 
operated by the county, although several cities have their own landfill. 


There is room for substantial expansion at the landfill in East 
Carbon. The Duchesne County landfill, located northwest of Myton, has a 
capacity to handle 10 years of supply at the present rate. The city landfill 
in Duchesne meets all current standards and has sufficient room for an 
undefined amount of expansion. Both the Emery County landfill near Castle 
Dale and the city operated landfill in Green River have an undetermined 


capacity. Several "dumps" -- not sanitary landfills -- are located in 
Garfield County. Since these dumps are not engineered, they have an 
undetermined capacity. The landfill site in Vernal ‘is-~“adequate “for 


substantial growth.. The landfill east of Moab has sufficient capacity. 
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Table 2.24 Summary of Solid Waste Disposal Systems by Area (1982) 


County/Community 


Collection Method 


Landfill System 





Carbon County 


East Carbon Private contractor Shared with Sunnyside 
Helper Private contractor Operated by county 
Price Private contractor Operated by county 
Sunnyside Private contractor Shared with East Carbon 
Wellington Private contractor Operated by county 
Duchesne County 
Duchesne Private contractor Operated by city 
Roosevelt Private contractor Operated by county 
Emery County 
Castle Dale Private contractor Operated by county 
Cleveland Private contractor Operated by county 
Elmo Private contractor Operated by county 
Emery Private contractor Operated by county 
Ferron Private contractor Operated by county 
Green River Private contractor Operated by city 
Huntington Private contractor Operated by county 
Orangeville Private contractor Operated by county 
Garfield County 
Boulder Individual Operated by city? 
Escalante Individual Operated by county® 
Grand County Individual Operated by county 


Uintah County 


Ballard Private contractor Operated by county 
Naples Private contractor Operated by county and Vernal 
Vernal City Operated by county and city 


Wayne County -b 


¢Should be considered a dump and not a sanitary landfill. 


bNo solid waste collection in the unincorporated areas of Wayne 
County e 
Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State 
University Foundation, unpublished information (June 1983). 
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In general, solid waste disposal is a potentially limiting factor for 
all of the affected counties. State health standards requiring “daily 
covering” of waste material involve both labor and equipment costs. Counties 
and municipalities throughout the state, but particularly in rural areas, have 
been unable or unwilling to comply with state standards regarding solid waste 
disposal. 


2.4.5.3 Water System 


A summary of the characteristics of the water systems in the region is 
presented in Table 2.25. The numerous water districts and communities draw 
upon rivers, springs, reservoirs, and wells as sources for their drinking 
water. Several areas are approaching or exceeding their available water 
supply. Problems with existing facilities are also present. Efforts to 
expand and improve the water system are under way throughout the region. 


Carbon County 


The Price River Water Improvement District provides drinking water to 
residents of Wellington and, as a wholesaler through private distribution 
companies, to many of the residents of the unincorporated but urbanized areas 
near Price. The district also makes some summer water sales to Price and 
Helper. Each new connection requires the purchase of one additional acre-foot 
of storage water in the Scofield Reservoir, where the district owns 1,600 acre 


feet of water rights. Expansion capabilities “are considered to be 
excellent."* 


East Carbon and Sunnyside share a water system that is supplied by 
springs located within proposed tar sands development areas. According to the 
mayor, “mining in these areas could leave the communities without an adequate 
or usable water source."** An experimental "package" plant is being 
installed. 


Price has seven million gallons per day available from springs and 
surface water. Currently, however, the Price treatment plant has a design 
capacity well under peak demand. 


*John Short and Associates, Sage Point/Dugout Canyon Project: Infrastructure 
and Community Plan, p. 77 (Jan. 1983), as cited in Nellis, Lee, and John K. 
Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished information (June 
1983). 


**Mayor Dale Andrews, interview, May 3, 1983, as cited in Nellis, Lee, and 
John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished information 
(June 1983). 


Table 2.25 Summary of Water System Characteristics by Area (1982) 








Filtration Plant Distribution 
Storage Capacity 
Quantity Capacity Design Flow (number of 

Count y/Community Water Source(s) Supplied (10° gal/d) Capacity Capacity Connections connections) 
Carbon County 

East Carbon surface water/springs 2.0 mgd 1.5 1.7 mgd NA 963 NA 

Helper© springs/Scofield Reservoir 0.8 mgd 4.3 NA NA 1,100 NA 

Price surface water/springs 3.6 mgd? 10.5 2.16 mgd 3.6 mgd 3,500 NA 

Sunnyside? surface water/springs -b -b -b NA NA NA 

Wellington° Scofield Reservoir -¢ -¢ -¢ -<¢ -¢ NA 
Duchesne County® 

Duchesne surface water 1.35 mgd 2.0 2,000 afd 650 afd 425 2,500 

Roosevelt springs®/deep wells 4.0 cfs& 250 ah -h 1,100 3, i25 
Emery County 

Castle Dale! surface water 1,000 gpm 0.75 1,000 gpm NA 654 900 

ClevelandJ surface water 275 gpm NA NA NA 275 NA 

Elmod surface water 

Emery! wells 90-100 gpm 0.5 NA NA 135 180 

Ferron! surface water 1,250 gpm 0.75 1,250 gpm NA 615 500 

Green River! Green River 1.5 mgd 0.5 1.5 mgd NA 475 NA 

Huntington! surface water 1,160 mgd 1.0 1,160 gpm NA 950 1,050 

Orangeville? surface water 750 gpm 0.5 750 gpm NA 380 680 
Garfield County h h 

Boulder springs NA 0.1 (est.) = set 55 NA 

Escalante springs NA 1.0 -h -h 315 750 
Grand County 
Uintah County 

Ballard) springs®/cisterns 0.25 cfs& 0.2 -h -h 185 NA 

Naples™ Ashley spring —_m —_m = 7 824 NA 

Vernal™ Ashley spring 9.0 mgd 2.2 -h -h 2,224 NA 
Wayne County 

Hanksville NA NA NA NA NA 48 65 


€OT 


Table 2.25 (Cont'd) 
ree A ec OO ee ee eee 


8key to abbreviations: bNo £iltration plant is needed. 
mgd = million gallons per day 
gpm = gallons per minute ithe Castle Valley Special Service District provides funding 
afd = acre feet per day Support for communities in Emery County. 
cfs = cubic feet per second 
NA = not available Jserved by the North Emery Water Users Association, a 


private system that can accommodate no new connections. 


bEast Carbon and Sunnyside share the same water system. The 
. characteristics of the system are described under East KThere is no central water system in Grand County. 
Carbon. 
Iserved by the Ballard Water Improvement District, which 
“Served by the Price Water Improvement District. The buys treated water from the Ute Tribe. 
district draws water from the Scofield Reservoir and has 
1,600 connections. The filtration plant has a design ™The Ashley Valley Water and Sewer Improvement District 
capacity of 4.0 mgd and has a flow capacity of 1.9 mgd. (2,070 connections), the Maeser District (650 connections), 
the Jensen District (260 connections), and the City of 
dguantity supplied during period of peak use. Vernal (2,223 connections) use the same water system. The 
characteristics of the system are described here under 
fan area adjacent to Roosevelt is served by the Johnson Vernal. 
Water Improvement District, and an area east of Duchesne is 
served by the East Duchesne Water Improvement District. "A private water company operates in the unincorporated 


community of Hanksville. 
f Served by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District. 


®Served by the Ute Tribe, which owns two springs that supply 
water to neighboring communities. 
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Duchesne County 


The Johnson Water Improvement District, which serves an area adjacent 
to Roosevelt, has water rates that are among the highest in the state. The 
East Duchesne Water Improvement District serves an area east of Duchesne. 
Duchesne purchases treated water from the Central Utah Water Conservancy 
District. Substantial over-capacity in the treatment plant for the district 
has caused a dramatic rise in treatment costs. Storage is also characterized 
by an excess capacity and there are no problems with distribution. Roosevelt 
obtains water from seven deep wells and the Ute Tribe. “Roosevelt is at or 
very near its capacity in water supply," and while the city owns numerous 
unused water rights, “these water rights would be expensive to develop."* 
Storage and distribution are also problems. 


Emery County 


The Castle Valley Special Service District operates the water systems 
in Castle Dale, Emery, Ferron, Huntington, and Orangeville. A separate 
irrigation water system is currently being installed by the district to 
increase the capacity of the water system in Ferron. Improvements are also 
planned for Huntington. 


Cleveland and Elmo have received drinking water from the North Emery 
Water Users Association, a private system that can accommodate no new 
connections. The two towns have asked the Castle Valley Special Service 
District to construct a new public water system for them. 


Green River receives water from the Green River. There are no problems 
with the system: there is considerable excess capacity, Green River can 
obtain new water rights, and the city has a new treatment plant. 


Garfield County 


Boulder obtains drinking water from the Boulder Farmstead Water 
Company, which is also the local irrigation water supplier. Water is obtained 
from springs and there is an estimated storage capacity of 100,000 gallons. 


Escalante receives water from seven or eight springs. The system was 
recently improved and is designed to handle 750 connections. The spring water 
is clear and is only chlorinated before distribution. 


*Roosevelt City Master Plan, pp. IV-9, II-14 (Oct. 1982), as cited in Nellis, 


Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished 
information (June 1983). 
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Grand County 


Water in Grand County is supplied by wells on an individual basis. 


Uintah County 


Three special districts provide drinking water to different parts of 
the Ashley Valley: the Ashley Valley Water and Sewer Improvement District, 
the Maeser District, and the Jensen Water District. All three districts and 
the city of Vernal use the same water system. Water is obtained from Ashley 
Spring, and while the only treatment that is required is de-sanding and 
chlorination, the existing de-sanding basin is inadequate and, at certain 
times of the year, the spring is susceptible to turbidity and possibly also to 
biological contamination. Storage is currently inadequate, and _ the 
distribution system is troubled by inadequate pressure, leakage, and badly 
deteriorated lines. The construction of an aqueduct from Red Fleet Reservoir, 
a new treatment plant and storage facilities, and improvements in the 
distribution system are all planned. 


Water in Ballard is provided by the Ballard Water Improvement District, © 
which buys treated water from the Ute tribe. One of the two springs which are 
sources of water for the Ute tribe is located at the same site as a tar sands 
lease tract. A small part of Ballard is not served by any water system and 
those living there depend on cisterns for their water source. 


Wayne County 


The water system in Hanksville is operated by a local water company. 
The system was upgraded in 1979. It currently serves 48 residential users and 
could accommodate 65. 


2.4.5.4 Baseline Projection of Utility Services 


Table 2.26 identifies the changes in utility service demands that would 
result from the baseline population projections. Additional service demands, 
corresponding to the baseline population increment, are calculated for each 
county and five-year increment between 1985 and 2005. Water system needs are 
presented in terms of the number of connections and the supply, storage, and 
treatment requirements in millions of gallons per day (10° gal/d). Sewage 
System demands are also presented in millions of gallons per day. Since Utah 
does not have a solid waste standard, an estimate of solid waste disposal 
impacts could not be determined. 


The demand for utility services between 1985 and 2005 is projected to 
increase most rapidly in Grand and Wayne counties and least rapidly in 
Duchesne County. Service demands are expected to increase in each county 
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Table 2.26 Change in Utility Service Demands by County and Year 
Resulting from the Baseline Population Projections? 


ee Se en Ne SAT em Sa YT PT PLANE SANTEE SAE AL 
; Average Annual 


Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County/ 


Service Demands 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 


a eens crnsatndsy funpetbianehsinetustsiensesnuntsinsinesstwssiesemneeeaneee 
Carbon County 


Water System 


Connections 2,390 3,975 4,620 4,714 4,872 6.81 0.53 
Supply (10° gal/d) 3.8 6.4 7.4 7.5 7.8 6.89 0.53 
Storage (10° gal/d) 1.9 3.2 3.7 3.8 3.9 6.89 0.53 
Treatment (10° gal/d) 3.8 6.4 7.4 JS 7.8 6.89 0.53 
Sewage System (10° gal/d) 0.7 ie 1.4 1.5 1.5 7.18 0.69 
Solid Waste° = = - = = = 
Duchesne County 
Water System 
Connections eeseesisos7 , 812973. *i'47 °° T7ky 1.60 =1.23 
Supply (10° gal/d) 2.7 321 3.2 3.0 2.8 1.71 Sia 
Storage (10° gal/d) 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.4 .10 “1533 
Treatment (10° gal/d) Zed 3.1 8.2 3.0 2.8 kee A -1.33 
Sewage System (10° gal/d) 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 1.84 -1.81 
Solid Waste“ = - - - - - - 
Emery County 
Water System 
Connections 842 1,094 1,171 1,058 1,000 3.35 -1.57 
Supply (10° gai/d) 1.3 1.8 1.9 1.7 1.6 3.87 -1.70 
Storage (10 gal/d) 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 2.54 =t17 
Treatment (10° gal/d) i3 1.8 1.9 Lz 1.6 3.87 -1.70 
Sewage System (10° gal/d) 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 2.92 -2.84 
Solid Waste® - = = aS at a 24 
Garfield County 
Water System 
Connections 203 300 364 429 493 6.01 3.08 
Supply (10° gal/d) 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 7.18 2.92 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 4.14 2.92 
Treatment (10° gal/d) 0.3 0.5 0.6 Se | 0.8 7.18 2.92 
Sewage System (108 gal/d) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0 7.18 


Solid Waste° » “= i a - S 4 


Grand County 


Water System 
Connections -142 3 71 29 84 -b 1.70 
Supply (106 gal/d) ~0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 - 


log 
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Table 2.26 (Cont'd) 





Average Annual 





Additional Service Demands, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County/ 
Service Demands 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Grand County (Cont'd) 
Water System (Cont'd) 
Storage (10° gal/d) -0.1 0.1 0.1 Ol 0.1 -b 0 
Treatment (10° gal/d) -0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 Ol -b 0 
Sewage System (10° gal/d)  -0-1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -b 0 
Solid Waste© = = # > r = 
Uintah County 
Water System 
Connections 1,679 2,841 3,015 2,731 2,479 6.03 -1.94 
Supply (10° gal/d) 207 4.5 4.8 bok 4.0 5.92 ~1.81 
Storage (10° gal/d) 127 2.3 2.4 2.2 2.0 3.51 -1.81 
Treatment (10” gal/d) 2.7 4.5 4.8 4.4 4.0 5.92 -1.81 
Sewage System (108 gal/d) 0.5 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 6.05 —l.17 
Solid Waste° ~ - - - - - - 
Wayne County 
Water System 
Connections 68 139 213 271 329 12.10 4,44 
Supply (10° gal/d) 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 1.61 5.24 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 7.18 414 
Treatment (10° gal/d) 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 11.61 5.24 
Sewage System (10° gal/d) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0 


Solid Waste° - = - ul nl is Zz 





4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


bundefined. 


“The State of Utah Community Facility Guidelines do not include a solid waste standard. There- 
fore, an estimate of solid waste disposal impacts could not be determined. 
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by 1.7% to 12.1% annually between 1985 and 1995. In the following 10 year 
period, there would be slight decreases in utility service demands in 
Duchesne, Emery, and Uintah counties, increases in Carbon, Garfield, and Wayne 
counties, and almost no change in Grand County. The change in demand would 
show little variation between the different types of utility services. 


Given the limited amount of information available on current daily 
Sewage treatment (see Table 2.23), it is difficult to measure the ability of 
existing sewage treatment facilities to meet the baseline demand 
projections. The number of connections to the water system would double in 
Duchesne and Wayne counties by 1985 and in Garfield County by 2000. The 
greatest pressure is forecast to occur in Wayne County, which can only 
accommodate 1/7 more connections to its water system while it is projected to 
have 329 more connections in 2005, and in Grand County, where presently there 
is no central water system. 


2.4.6 Other Services 


This section describes the social and recreational facilities and 
programs that are available in the communities of interest in the region. 
Baseline projections for library and park facilities are also included. 


2.4.6.1 Identification of Other Services in the Counties* 


Carbon County 


A wide variety of recreational facilities -- including parks, ball 
fields, playgrounds, gymnasiums, and swimming pools -- are available 
throughout the county. Organized community recreation programs and movie 
theatres are present in a few cities. Residents list numerous forms of 
outdoor recreation, family- and church-centered activities, shopping, movies, 
and cultural events at the College of Eastern Utah as choices for leisure time 
activities. Public libraries are located in Helper and Price. Churches are 
the most common civic organization, and Scouts, 4-H, Big Brother/Sister, and 
other church organizations are available for youth. The only social agencies 
and day care centers in the county are located in Price. 





*Data sources used to prepare this profile are: U.S. Department of Energy, 
Region VIII, Regional Profile-Energy Impacted Communities, DOE/TIC-100D1 
(March 1979), and Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University 
Foundation, unpublished information (June 1983). 
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Duchesne County 


Recreational facilities are available in Duchesne and Roosevelt. 
Roosevelt has a year-round community recreation programe Both Duchesne and 
Roosevelt have a public library. A large number of civic organizations, such 
as churches, Chamber of Commerce, and Lion's Club, are operating in the 
county. Several youth organizations are also available. Social agencies and 
private child care are located in Duchesne and Roosevelt. 


Emery County 


Community recreation programs are operated year-round in several of the 
cities in the county. Each of the cities has parks, ball fields, and other 
recreational facilities. Hunting, fishing, other forms of outdoor recreation, 
and family- and church-centered activities are listed by residents as leisure 
time activities. Public libraries are located in Castle Dale, Cleveland, 
Ferron, Green River, Huntington, and Orangeville. Civic organizations include 
churches, PTA, and American Legion, while Scouts, 4-H, and _ church 
organizations are among the activities available for youth. Private child 
care can be found in several cities. 


Garfield County 


There are one or two parks, ball fields, and playgrounds located in 
Boulder and Escalante. There are no organized recreation programs operating 
in Boulder or Escalante. Numerous civic and youth organizations are located 
in each city. No social agencies or public libraries were identified in 
Boulder or Escalante. Private child care is available in Boulder and 
Escalante. 


Grand County 


Numerous social and recreational facilities are located in Moabe Moab, 
however, is not within the Thompson CCD, which is the only area of interest in 
Grand County. A description of social and recreational facilities in the 
unincorporated parts of the county, including the Thompson CCD, is not 
available. 


aff 


Uintah County 


Most of the recreational and social facilities and organizations in 
Uintah County are located in Vernal. A year-round recreation program comple- 
ments the parks, gymnasiums, playgrounds, ball fields, movie theatres, public 
library, and other facilities in Vernal. Vernal has a Chamber of Commerce, 
Lion's Club, Kiwanis, and churches among other civic organizations, while 
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Scouts, 4-H, Big Brother/Sister, and churches are the youth organizations in 
the city. Social agencies and private child care are also located in Vernal. 


Wayne County 


A few playgrounds, ball fields, and parks are present in Hanksville. 
No community recreation programs have been organized. A public library was 
not identified in Hanksville. Churches, Lion's Club, Scouts, and 4-H are 
among the civic and youth organizations in Hanksville. No social agencies or 
child care is available in Hanksville. 


2.4.6.2 Baseline Projections of Parks and Library Services 


Table 2.27 presents the changes in demand for park and library services 
brought about by the additional baseline population. Since parks or 
recreational facilities have been identified in each of the communities of 
interest, changes in the demand for park services were projected for each 
community. Changes in the demand for library services were projected only for 
those communities in which an existing public library was identified. The 
greatest amount of additional parks and library services would be needed in 
Price, Vernal, and Roosevelt. Through 2005, a decreasing amount of additional 
parks and library services would be needed in East Carbon, Sunnyside, and — 
in 1985 only — in Green River. 


2.5 FISCAL AND MANAGEMENT CONDITIONS 


This section describes the fiscal and management conditions of the 
counties and communities in the region. Government finances and management 
conditions are detailed first (Sec. 2.5.1), followed by a description of 
school district finances (Sec. 2.5.2). Each section addresses both the 
counties and the communities of interest in this report. 


2.5el1 Government Finances and Management Conditions 


Table 2.28 provides a summary of the fiscal position of the counties 
and communities in the region. Average annual revenues and expenditures are 
presented for calendar years 1980 through 1982 for the counties and for fiscal 
years 1981 and 1982 for the communities. Current annual revenues and 
expenditures for the counties represent calendar year 1983 data while for the 
communities the corresponding data are for fiscal year 1983. The 1982 mill 
levy and assessed valuation is also presented for each county and community. 
A more detailed fiscal profile for each county and community of interest is 
included in Appendix D, Tables D.1-D.7. A description of management condi- 
tions is provided for each county. 


Table 2.2/7 Change in Park and Library Service Demands by County and Year 


Resulting from the Baseline Population Projections® 





Change in Park Services, by Year 
(number of acres) 


b,c 


Change in Library Services, by Year 


b,c 


[number of books/space requirements (sq ft)] 





County/Community 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Carbon County 
East Carbon —3 -5 -5 -6 -6 - - - - - 
Helper : 5 8 8 8 9 1, 532/383 2, 352/588 2,552/638 2,552/638 2,752/688 
Price 26 44 52 55 57 8 ,428/2,107 14,428/3,607 17,228/4, 307 18,228/4,557 18,828/4,707 
Scofield 1 1 1 1 1 = - - - - 
Sunnyside sli = =Z -2 -2 - - - - - 
Wellington 5 8 9 9 9 = = - - - 
Duchesne County 
Duchesne 5 3 4 3 3 1,486/372 884/221 1,008/252 980/245 904/226 
Roosevelt 10 13 13 12 12 3,148/787 4,226/1,057 4,184/1,046 3,894/974 3,692/923 
Emery County 
Castle Dale 5 6 7 6 6 1, 480/370 1,980/495 2,180/545 1,980/495 1,880/470 
Cleveland 1 1 1 1 1 116/29 176/44 196/49 176/44 156/39 
Elmo 1 1 1 1 1 - - - - - 
Emery 1 1 1 1 1 216/54 216/54 236/59 216/54 216/54 
Ferron 4 3 4 3 3 1,064/266 964/241 1,164/291 964/241 964/241 
Green River -1 1 1 1 1 -172/-43 48/12 88/22 88/22 88/22 
Huntington 4 5 5 4 4 1,068/267 1, 368/342 1, 368/342 1,168/292 1,068/267 
Orangeville 4 5 5 5 4 1,122/281 1, 382/346 1, 382/346 1, 382/346 15 322/331 
Garfield County 
Boulder 1 1 1 1 1 = - - - - 
Escalante ] 1 2 2 2 - - - - - 
Grand County? 
Uintah County 
Ballard 2 3 3 3 3 - - - - - 
Naples® 4 7 7 7 6 - = = - - 
Vernal 17 27 29 27 25 5,382/1,346 8 ,930/2,233 9,538/2,385 8,682/2,171 8,096/2,024 


Wayne County! 


Gh 


Table 2.27 (Cont'd) 


8Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, State of Utah and population 
projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office, (June 1983). See Appendix A for service 


standard guidelines. 


byumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population growth regardless of 1980 operating 
conditions. 
©Population declines were projected by UPED for particular communities of interest in this study. As a result, public services 


and facilities that currently exist would be made more available to the general public if these services and facilities were 
being used at or above their designated capacity. An accurate determination of the change in existing operating conditions for 


services and facilities as a result of the baseline population projections is not made herein. 


donly the Thompson CCD was identified for consideration in this study and a projection of parks and library services could 
not be made at this geographic level. 


©1983 population estimate of 2,400 was used in lieu of a 1980 population figure. 


fonly the Hanksville CCD was identified for consideration in this study and a projection of parks and library services could 
not be made at this geographic level. 


hark 
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Table 2.28 Fiscal Condition of the Counties and Communities 








Revenues ($10°) 1982 Expenditures ($10°) 
1982 As sessed 
Average Current Percent Mill Valuation Average Current Percent 
County/Commnity Annual? Annual> Difference Levy ($10°) Annual? Annual> Difference 
Carbon County 4.278 5.192 21.37 16.00 115.190 4.320 5.180 19.91 
East Carbon 0.278 0.396 42.45 18.18 3.540 0.414 0.515 24.40 
Helper 1.831 1.905 4.04 8.00 6.860 Hew at 1.695 12.18 
Price 6.573 7.948 20.92 14.35 28.668 6.376 8.019 25.77 
Sunnyside 0.200 0.238 19.00 6.00 0.979 0.193 0.268 38.86 
Wellington 0.328 0.465 41.77 11.16 3.137 0.345 0.462 33.91 
Duchesne County 4.874 6.551 34.41 8.54 205.159 4.209 6.541 55.41 
Duchesne 0.423 0.631 49.17 17.00 3.599 0.343 0.634 84.84 
Roosevelt 2.355 2.605 10.62 17.87 14.529 2.175 2.671 22.80 
Emery County 5.998 6.453 Usste) 16.22 233.820 5.799 6.452 11.26 
Castle Dale 0.454 0.358 ashes) 14.00 3.893 0.418 0.434 3.83 
Cleveland = 0.174 - 11.00 0.844 = 0.075 = 
Elmo = 0.050 = 11.00 0.591 = 0.029 = 
Emery = 0.081 = eli 665 0.601 = 0.060 = 
Ferron 0.347 07352 1.44 18.65 3.377 0.314 0.353 12.42 
Green River 0.256 0.275 7.42 21.00 2.287 0.126 0.322 155.56 
Huntington <2 0.577 = 14.25 5.091 - 0.588 - 
Orangeville 0.243 0.236 -2.88 21.63 2.704 0.168 0.158 = ooo 
Garfield County 2.145 2.266 5.64 6.80 39.831 2.145 1.730 -19.35 
Boulder = 0.018 = 5.00 0.446 a 0.010 = 
Escalante = 0.096 = 10.50 1.600 = 0.072 — 
Grand County 2.776 2.637 -5.01 8.11 60.558 2.776 2.637 -5.01 
Uintah County 17.787 10.420 -41.42 9.51 252.757 14,905 10.788 -27.62 
Ballard = 0.068 _ 0.51 4.381 = 0.068 = 
Naples = 0.653 = -¢ -< = 0.652 = 
Vernal 4.604 4.949 7.49 1.80 35.738 4.660 5.083 9.08 
Wayne County 0.918 0.805 =—12.31 12.16 6.682 0.922 0.761 -17.46 





@Revenue and expenditure budgets for the counties reflect 1980-82 calendar year averages while for the 
communities it represents averages of the 1981 and 1982 fiscal years. 


beurrent annual budgets reflect 1983 calendar year data for the counties and 1982 fiscal year data for 
the communities. , 


©No mill levy and a political commitment not to use property taxes as a source of revenue. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished 
information (June 1983). 
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Carbon County 


Carbon County had an average annual revenue of over $4.2 million 
between 1980 and 1982. Property taxes accounted for almost 41% of this total. 
Federal transfers, miscellaneous revenues, and service charges each accounted 
for over 10% of county revenues during this period. 


In 1983, the county received revenues totaling almost $5.2 million, an 
increase of 21% over the previous three years. Property tax revenues grew 
from $1.75 million to $2.26 million, while federal transfers jumped from 
$586,000 to $1.2 million. Figure 2.2la illustrates the distribution of: 
revenues by category. 


Similar increases occurred for the communities located in the county. 
Revenues in Price rose from an average of $6.6 million in 1981 and 1982 to 
$7.9 million in 1983. In the same period, revenues increased 42% in East 
Carbon, 42% in Wellington, 19% in Sunnyside, and 44 in Helper. In East 
Carbon, Helper, Price, and Wellington, service charges were the primary source 
of revenue, accounting for as much as 6/4 of total revenues in Helper in 
1983. Sales taxes and miscellaneous revenues were other main sources of 
revenue in each community (see Table D.1). 


Expenditures in Carbon County averaged $4.3 million between 1980 and 
1982. Law enforcement (14%), roads (18%), and general administration (532) 
were the largest expenditures for the county. In 1983, county expenditures 
reached almost $5.2 million -—- a growth of 20% over the previous three 
years. Law enforcement, roads and general administration still accounted for 
82% of total expenditures (Fig. 2.21b). 


Price had the highest spending of any community in the county between 
1981 and 1982 -—- a total of almost $6.4 million. East Carbon, Helper, 
Sunnyside, and Wellington combined for another $2.5 million. Utilities were 
the greatest expenditure in each community except Sunnyside, where general 
expenditures were highest. In 1983, the increase in expenditures over the 
previous two years ranged from 12% in Helper to 39% in Sunnyside. Utilities 
accounted for over 60% of total expenditures in three communities. General 
expenditures, law enforcement, and recreation spending was at least 10% of the 
total in at least one community. 


In addition to the county, communities, and the Carbon County School 
District, the Price Water Improvement District is the other major taxing 
jurisdiction in the county. The district provides utility services for many 
residents within the county (see Sec. 2.4.5). The district has incurred three 
forms of long term debt: general obligation bonds, revenue bonds, and notes 
payable. General obligation bonds amount to nearly $3.2 million outstanding 
or 40% of the bond capacity of the district. Nearly $900,000 in revenue bonds 
are outstanding, as are $450,000 of notes payable. Total long term debt 
exceeds $4.5 million. As a result of this debt, annual debt service payments 
(principal and interest) are approximately $320,000 me hnoueh 1990 and $280,000 
from 1990 to 1995, 
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Fig. 2.21 Current Fiscal Profile of Carbon County 
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The district has three primary sources of revenue -- property taxes, 
charges for services, and contributions. While operating revenues represent 
the largest proportion of total revenues, the property tax has become more 
crucial, not only in terms of financing the operation of the system, but also 
for retirement of long term debt. Operating revenue does not cover operating 
expenditures, excluding interest and depreciation. Total expenditures of the 
district have fluctuated significantly through time, primarily due to variable 
expenditures for the acquisition of water stock.* 


The property tax was collected in Carbon County in 1982 by a 16 mill 
levy on $115,190,463 in assessed valuation. Sixteen mills is the maximum levy 
counties may legally levy, though their levies for bond retirement and certain 
special purposes are not limited. The largest single source of valuation in 
Carbon County is coal mines (about 31% of the total). The assessed valuation 
in the county has been fairly stable in recent years (Fig. 2.2lc). 


Mill levies in the communities in 1982 ranged from 6 in Sunnyside to 18 
in East Carbon. The assessed valuation has held relatively constant in each 
community except Wellington, where the assessed valuation rose from $2.3 
million in 1979 to $3.1 million in 1982. 


Carbon County had no outstanding general obligation bonds in 1981. 
East Carbon, Helper, and Price had indebtedness in 1982 ranging from $200,000 
to $800,000. Wellington had $6,000 in outstanding general obligation bonds in 
1981, and until the 1982 water bond issue Sunnyside had no indebtedness. 


Carbon County has a full-time professional planner and land use 
controls which have been explicitly designed to deal with the approval (or 
rejection) of large energy-related developments. The county uses the local 
Council of Governments to involve the incorporated cities in the development 
review process. The county also cooperates with Emery County in an agreement 
(entered into pursuant to Utah's Interlocal Cooperation Act) to consider 
impacts outside its own jurisdiction. The ordinances and cooperative efforts 
are indicative of a strong planning system. 


Price is the only community in the county with both a professional 
administrator and a planning consultant, while Wellington has a professional 
administrator. East Carbon and Sunnyside have identified eroding tax bases as 
management problems. A major concern in Helper has been the separation of the 
community by U.S. Highway 6. 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County had an average annual revenue of almost $4.9 million 
between 1980 and 1982 (Table 2.28). The largest portions of this revenue came 





*John Short and Associates, Inc., Sage Point/Dugout Canyon Project: Cost 
Analysis and Revenue Study, p. 117 (Feb. 1983). 
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from property taxes (36%), state transfers (26%), and federal transfers (15%). 
In 1983, revenues increased by one-third, to $6.6 million. Figure 2.22a shows 
the’ distribution of revenue sources. Miscellaneous revenues swelled from an 
average of $339,000 between 1980 and 1982 to $2.42 million in 1983. Property 
tax revenues also increased, from $1.77 million annually in 1980 through 1982 
to $2.62 million in 1983. During the same period, however, royalties declined 
from $403,000 to $130,000. 


Service charges accounted for the greatest portion of revenues in 
Roosevelt and Duchesne. In 1983 the largest sources of revenue for Duchesne 
were service charges and miscellaneous revenues, which were 4/% and 26% of the 


total, respectively. Forty-two percent of the total 1983 revenues in 
Roosevelt came from service charges, 24% came from the sales tax, and 18% came 
from miscellaneous revenues. Total revenues in Duchesne jumped from an 


average of $423,000 in 1981 and 1982 to $631,000 in 1983, a 49% increase. The 
increase in Roosevelt during the same period was much smaller: from $2.4 
million in 1981 and 1982 to $2.6 million in 1983. 


Expenditures in Duchesne County averaged $4.2 million between 1980 and 
1982. Roads accounted for 40% of the total, followed by general administra- 
tion with 24%, bond retirement with 11%, and law enforcement with 104. 
Expenditures rose 55% over the previous two years to $6.5 million in 1983. 
Spending for public health rose from an average of $181,000 between 1980 and 
1982 to $1.25 million in 1983. Roads were still the largest expenditure, but 
were only 28% of the total (see Fig. 2.22b). 


Average annual expenses between 1981 and 1982 totaled $343,000 in 
Duchesne and $2.2 million in Roosevelt. Spending patterns were comparable 
between the two cities, with each spending about 40% of their total on 
utilities, 25% on law enforcement, and 15% on general expenditures. In 1983, 
expenditures increased 85% in Duchesne and 23% in Roosevelt over the previous 
two year period. The distribution of expenses remained roughly similar in 
Roosevelt, but general expenditures became the largest part of spending in 
Duchesne in 1983. 


The property tax in Duchesne County is supported by a current mill levy 
of 8.54 on $205,158,503 in assessed valuation. The principal source of 
valuation in the county is oil and gas, about 69% of the total. Recent growth 
of the county's valuation is shown in Fig. 2.22c. This growth has made it 
possible for the county to lower its mill levy while somewhat expanding 
property tax collections. 


In Duchesne, the mill levy in 1982 was 17 mills on an assessed 
valuation of $3,599,159. The assessed valuation doubled between 1979 and 
1982. In Roosevelt, the 1982 mill levy was 17.87 mills. The assessed 
valuation in the city jumped from $6.1 million in 1979 to $14.5 million in 
1982. 
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In 1980, Duchesne County had no outstanding debts, thereby leaving the 
entire allowed indebtedness of $13.3 million available for future use. 
Roosevelt had outstanding general indebtedness bonds totaling over $1.3 
million. Given an allowable indebtedness of $3.7 million, $2.4 million is 
available for future use. Duchesne had general obligation bonds totaling 
$113,000, a statutory debt limit of $1.1 million, and thus, almost $1 million 
of available debt for future use.* 


Virtually all of the federal and state transfer payments came in the 
form of regular payments, such as payment in lieu of taxes from public lands 
and special road funds, rather than grants. While the current county budget 
calls for only about 15% of the revenue to come from state and federal 
sources, this financial dependence on potentially changeable state and federal 
policy creates an uncertainty which should be noted in assessing the long-term 
fiscal capability of the county. A lawsuit recently filed in Massachusetts, 
for instance, has the Duchesne County Commissioners worried about the loss of 
over $300,000 in funds that are classified as payment in lieu of taxes. 


Recent budgets in Duchesne County show considerable general and special 
fund surpluses. There has also been a declining mill levy. While this 
indicates a substantial ability to raise funds to support new services, it 
also could reflect a fiscal conservatism on the part of local officials that 
would limit the ability of the county to rapidly respond to growth pressure. 
Furthermore, Duchesne County has not had an effective planning process. In 
fact, the difference in development regulations between county and city 
appears to have artificially stimulated rural growth. But the County 
Engineer's office has recently undertaken an extensive revision of land use 
regulations in the county and the County Commissioners have supported this 
effort with a moratorium on subdivision approvals. The principal planning 
problem in the county is isolated subdivisions. 


In addition to the county, communities, and _ school district, the 
Duchesne Mosquito District and the Central Utah Water District are major 
taxing jurisdictions in the county. The Duchesne Mosquito District had an 
assessed valuation of $133.1 million, a mill levy of 0.8, and collected 
$106,480 in taxes in 1980. The debt limit for general obligation bonds 
allowed by state law was $8 million. 


Emery County 


Emery County had average annual revenues of $6 million in the years 
1980 through 1982. Property taxes accounted for 54% of the total, while 
miscellaneous revenues accounted for another 20%. In 1983, county revenues 
were $6.4 million, an 8% increase over the preceding three years (see 





*State of Utah, Uintah Basin Synfuels Development: Final Soctoeconomics 
Technical Report, pp. 1-56, 57 (Feb. 1983). 


121 


Table 2.28). Miscellaneous revenues increased most rapidly, state transfer 
payments increased somewhat less rapidly, property taxes held constant, and 
federal transfer payments declined. Figure 2.23a exhibits the proportion of 
current revenue by origin. 


Current annual revenues ranged from $50,000 in Elmo to $577,000 in 
Huntington. For those cities where average annual revenues in 1981 and 1982 
were available, 1983 revenues in Green River showed the greatest increase 
(7%), while 1983 revenues in Castle Dale showed the greatest decline (212) 
from the previous two years. Service charges were the largest source of 
revenue in Elmo, Ferron, Huntington, and Orangeville. Miscellaneous revenues 
were the largest source in Castle Dale and Cleveland, and the sales tax was 
the largest source in Green River. 


Expenditures in Emery County averaged $5.8 million between 1980 and 
1982. General administration and roads each accounted for over 31% of this 
total, and law enforcement accounted for another 224. In 1983, the county 
spent $6.5 million, an increase of 11% over the previous three years. Law 
enforcement spending declined sharply from an average of $1.26 million 
annually in 1980 through 1982 to $182,000 in 1983. Expenditures for general 
administration and roads increased to 45% and 39% of total expenditures, 
respectively (Fig. 2.23b). 


The eight communities of interest in Emery County spent a combined 
total of just over $2 million in 1983. The greatest increase over the 
preceding two years occurred in Green River, where expenditures rose 1564. 
Expenditures for utilities were the largest category of spending in Castle 
Dale, Elmo, Ferron, and Orangeville. General expenditures were the largest 
category of spending in Cleveland, Emery, and Huntington. Expenditures for 
streets were the largest category in Green River. 


The property tax in Emery County was raised in 1982 by a 16.2 mill levy 
on $233,819,867 in assessed valuation. About 73% of the total valuation in 
the county is in the Hunter and Huntington Canyon power plants. Coal mines 
associated with the power plants and producing for other markets make up an 
additional 14% of the valuation. Figure 2.23c shows that the assessed 
valuation has risen only slightly since 1979. 


Among the communities in Emery County, the mill levy in 1982 ranged 
from 11.0 in Cleveland and Elmo to 21.6 in Orangeville. The assessed 
valuation rose steadily between 1979 and 1982 in each of the eight 
communities, reaching a peak of $5.1 million in Huntington in 1982. 


In 1981, Emery County had $2,363,587 in outstanding general obligation 
bonds. The high assessed valuation of the county left it, however, with the 
capacity to enter into at least an additional $21 million of indebtedness. 
Between 1980 and 1982, the cities in the county had outstanding debts ranging 
from $116,000 in Ferron to $1.1 million in Huntington. Cleveland did not have 
any outstanding debts. 
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Transfers from the state and federal government have made up about 152 
of the Emery County revenue in recent years. A strong property tax base in 
Emery County frees it from the dependence that many Utah counties have on 
state and federal transfer payments. 


The extensive use of shared services in Emery County has been an 
effective response to past growth. The scope of cooperation has even expanded 
to include a formal agreement (pursuant to Utah's Interlocal Cooperation Act ) 
between Emery and Carbon counties to coordinate their approvals of major 
energy-related facilities. The one exception to the cooperative provision of 
services in Emery County is Green River, which is quite isolated from the rest 
of the county. The isolated nature of Green River could have an impact on the 
responsiveness of the county to growth there. 


Emery County does not have a full-time professional planner, but does 
have a part-time zoning administrator (the county is zoned) and an active 
planning commission. Planning should consider some resistance to growth 
according to some long-time Emery County residents.* 


In addition to the county, community, and school districts, the Castle 
Valley Special Service District (CVSSD) is a major taxing jurisdiction in the 
county. The CVSSD has incorporated the water, sewer, drainage and road needs 
of Castle Valley communities (Cleveland, Elmo, Huntington, Castle Dale, 
Orangeville, Ferron, and Emery) into a taxing district that includes both the 
communities and the power plants. This gives the district substantial 
financial power: since 1977, it has bonded for $20 million to support a 
variety of improvements. 


The CVSSD currently has an assessed valuation of $182,461,301 and 
levies 5.91 mills on that amount. The CVSSD levy is projected to rise to 
about 14 mills by the time its full program of improvements is in place and 
all authorized bonds are sold. The operations of the CVSSD are financed by 
user charges collected by the member communities. 


Garfield County 


Table 2.28 shows that Garfield County had an average annual revenue of 
$2.1 million in the period from 1980 through 1982. Service charges, state 
transfer payments, and federal transfer payments each accounted for about 20% 
of the total revenues. Property taxes and miscellaneous revenues accounted 
for another 13% each. In 1983, county revenues totaled $2.3 million. 


*Interview, Les Prall, Southeast Utah Association of Governments, and James 
Whear, District VII Mental Health Services (May 3, 1983), and Interview, Jo 
Ann Behling, Ferron Clerk-Recorder (May 10, 1983), as cited in Nellis, Lee, 
and John K.* Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, unpublished 
information (June 1983). 
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Miscellaneous revenues increased from an average of $277,000 between 1980 and 
1982 to $690,000 in 1983. Miscellaneous revenues were followed by state 
transfer payments, service charges, and property taxes as the primary sources 
of county revenue in 1983 (see Fig. 2.24a). 


Escalante collected $96,000 in revenues in 1983. Service charges 
accounted for 34% of the total. Property taxes (21%), sales taxes (18%), and 
miscellaneous revenues (18%) were other key sources of revenue for the city. 


Boulder collected $18,000 in revenues in 1983. State transfer payments 
accounted for 38% of the total, while federal transfer payments, miscellaneous 
revenues, property taxes, and service charges each accounted for over 10% of 
the total. 


Expenditures in Garfield County averaged $2.1 million between 1980 and 
1982, General administration, with 45% of the total, was the largest category 
of spending, followed by roads with 24%. In 1983, spending declined to $1.7 
million -- a 19% drop from the average of the previous three years. Expendi- 
tures for roads increased from an average of $515,000 in 1980 through 1982 to 
$620,000 in 1983. Figure 2.24b shows that roads and general administration 
accounted for 61% of total county expenditures in 1983. 


Escalante spent $72,000 in 1983. General expenditures (30%), utilities 
(28%), and streets (19%) were the primary areas of spending. Expenditures in 
Boulder totaled over $10,000 in 1983. Forty-nine percent of the total was for 
general expenditures, while recreation and streets accounted for over 20% 
each. 


The property tax in Garfield County was collected in 1982 by a 6.8 mill 
levy on $39,831,124 in assessed valuation. About 89% of the total valuation 
in the county is from oil and gas extraction and uranium mining. Recent 
growth of the assessed county valuation is shown in Fig. 2.24c. 


In 1982, the mill levy was 5.0 in Boulder and 10.5 in Escalante. The 
assessed valuation in each city rose between 1979 and 1980 but has declined 
Somewhat since then. The 1982 assessed valuation in Boulder was $446,000, and 
the assessed valuation in Escalante was $1.6 million. 


In 1981, Garfield County had $315,000 of outstanding general obligation 
bonds and also $1,775,000 in outstanding revenue bonds. Escalante had $41,000 
in outstanding general obligation bonds in 1981. 


Just over 40% of the revenues raised in Garfield County between 1980 
and 1982 originated from outside the county. These revenues were in the form 
of state and federal transfer payments, such as state road funds and federal 
payments in lieu of taxes. The current budget anticipates only about 27% of 
the revenue being in the form of transfer payments, but potential changes in 
state or federal funding could have significant impacts on the Garfield County 
budget. The uncertainty this creates should be taken into account in 
assessing the fiscal strength of the county. 
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Garfield County has a considerable ability to raise funds to support 
new services, but it is possible that a fiscal conservatism on the part of 
local officials would limit the ability of the county to respond to rapid 
growth. Garfield County has no active planning process, but the county 
already has some experience with energy development in remote areas. Ticaboo 
is a “new town” in extreme eastern Garfield County, a four hour drive from 
Panguitch. The county operates the utility systems in Ticaboo and provides 
minimum public safety services. The Garfield School District also operates a 
school in Ticaboo. 


The small size of the city of Boulder together with its lack of 
services and extremely weak tax base render it incapable of accommodating 
growth of any significance at all. The current physical form of the town is 
reminiscent of a Mormon frontier settlement of 100 years ago. Currently, 
Boulder does not have an active planning process. Growth of any extent in 
Boulder or the Boulder area must be planned, designed and evaluated as 
necessitating an entirely new community. 


Similarly, Escalante has a small population, remote location, lack of a 
planning process, and declining tax base, all of which limit the ability of 
the community to accommodate any significant growth. Escalante might form the 
nucleus of a new community, but any major development in Escalante or the 
surrounding area will have to be treated, for all practical purposes, as 
necessitating the creation of a new community. 


The county, Boulder, Escalante, and the school district are the only 
taxing jurisdictions in Garfield County. 


Grand County 


Grand County received an average of $2.8 million in revenues annually 
between 1980 and 1982 (Table 2.28). Miscellaneous revenues were the largest 
source (36%) of the total. Property taxes, federal transfer payments, and 
state transfer payments accounted for 22%, 16%, and 13% of the total, respec- 
tively. In 1983, county revenues dropped to $2.6 million. Miscellaneous 
revenues and state transfer payments increased in 1983, but all other sources 
of revenues decreased from the previous average level. Figure 2.25a shows the 
current revenue sources by proportion of the total. 


Expenditures in Grand County averaged $2.8 million annually between 
1980 and 1982. General administration accounted for 53% of the total, while 
roads (25%) and law enforcement (16%) were the other major categories of 
spending. Expenditures declined in 1983, totaling $2.6 million. General 
administration, roads, and law enforcement each comprised significant portions 
of total county spending, as illustrated in Fig. 2.25b. 


The property tax in Grand County is supported by a mill levy of 8.11 on 
$60,557,976 in assessed valuation. The mill levy declined from 14.15 in 1979 
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to 8.1fb,an, 2962. Contrarily, the assessed valuation increased from $35 
million in 1979 to $61 million in 1982 (Fig. 2.25c). 


The Grand County budget indicates a general fund surplus, but the 
amount of the surplus is declining. The budget indicates no outstanding debt, 
leaving significant bonding capacity. 


Transfers from state and federal government made up about 29% of 1980- 
82 revenue in Grand County. The major source of intergovernmental transfers 
are payments in lieu of taxes on federal lands. 


Special service districts in Grand County include the Grand County 
Water District, the Moab Mosquito District, and the Spanish Valley Water and 
Sewer District. The Grand County Water District has an assessed valuation of 
$38.3 million, a 2.00 mill levy, and collected $76,600 in taxes in 1980. The 
bonded debt limit by state law is $23.0 million. Currently, the Grand County 
Water District has no bonded debt. The Moab Mosquito District has an 
allowable debt of $12.3 million, an assessed valuation of $20.4 million, and a 
mill levy of 1.19. In 1980 the district charged $24,300 in property taxes. 
The Spanish Valley Water District has an assessed valuation of $4.5 million, a 
4.00 mill levy, and charged $17,880 in taxes in 1980. Current indebtedness 
for the Spanish Valley Water and Sewer District is $95,000, leaving nearly 
$2.6 million available until the bonded debt limit is reached.* 


Uintah County 


Uintah County averaged $17.8 million in revenues annually between 1980 
and 1982. Thirty-six percent of this total came from miscellaneous revenues, 
while 29% of the total came from private contributions. In 1983, revenues 
dropped sharply to $10.4 million, a 41% decrease from the preceding three 
years. Private contributions fell from $5.2 million annually in 1980 through 
1982 to $301,000 in 1983. Property taxes increased from $2.2 million to S302 
million during the same period. Figure 2.26a depicts the current sources of 
revenue by proportion. 


Vernal collected $4.9 million in revenues in 1983, while Naples and 
Ballard received $650,000 and $68,000, respectively. The 1983 total in ‘Vernal 
was an increase of /% over the previous two years. Sales taxes accounted for 
over half of the 1983 revenue in Ballard and Naples. Service charges (372), 
sales taxes (32%), and miscellaneous revenues (27%) were the largest sources 
of revenue in Vernal in 1983, 





*State of Utah, Uintah Basin Synfuels Development: Final Socioeconomics 
Technical Report, p. I-59 (Feb. 1983). 
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Expenditures in Uintah County averaged $14.9 million annually between 
1980 and 1982. Roads were by far the greatest expense, accounting for 69% of 
total county spending. In 1983, spending fell to $10.8 million, down 28% from 
the previous two years. Road expenditures fell from $10.2 million to $2.7 
million. Figure 2.26b illustrates that general expenditures (38%), roads 
(25%), and public health (18%) accounted for the largest portion of county 
spending in 1983. 


Expenditures in the communities totaled $5.1 million in Vernal, 
$652,000 in Naples, and $68,000 in Ballard in 1983. Spending in Vernal 
declined 1/74 from the 1981 through 1982 average. Law enforcement was the 
largest category of expenditures in Ballard, bond retirement was the largest 
category in Naples, and utility spending was the largest category in Vernal in 
1983. 


The 1982 property tax in Uintah County was collected by a 9.51 mill 
levy on $252,757,225 in assessed valuation. About 53% of the total valuation 
in the county is oil and gas production. Since 1979, the mill levy has 
decreased from 16.28 to 9.51, but the assessed valuation has increased from 
$886,000 to $2.5 million (see Fig. 2.26c). 


In 1982, the mill levy was 1.80 in Vernal and 0.51 in Ballard. Naples 
does not have a mill levy and has a strong political commitment not to use 
Property taxes as a source of revenue. The assessed valuation rose between 
1979 and 1982 in both Ballard and Vernal. 


Uintah County had a bonded indebtedness of about $2,375,000 in 1981, 
about 23% of its legal bonding capacity. Ballard has no outstanding bonds. 
Its 1982 bonding capacity was at least $2.6 million. Vernal had $1,125,000 in 
outstanding general obligation bonds in 1981. 


Uintah County and Vernal share a full-time professional planner and 
have a 1982 master plan and a full complement of land use controls. The 
county also participates in the Uintah County Community Impact Board, a team 
established to negotiate with industries that may impact the county or its 
communities. Uintah County elected officials have been described as “leery” 
about growth prospects, pointing out the nearby examples of booms (such as 
Rock Springs, Wyoming) and gearing up for a boom that has not materialized 
(oil shale projects in Colorado).* 


Numerous special service districts operate within Uintah County. The 
Ashley Valley Water and Sewer District has an assessed valuation of $16.9 
million, a mill levy of 13.48, and a bonded debt limit of $10.1 million. The 
Ballard Water District has $103,000 in outstanding debts, leaving $859,800 for 





*Interview, Bob Nicholson, Uintah County Planner, May 12, 1983, as cited in 
Nellis, Lee, and John kK. Nicholson, Utah State University Foundation, 
unpublished information (June 1983). 
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future use. The district has an assessed valuation of $1.6 million, and, with 
a 4.00 mill levy, collected $6,400 in taxes in 1980. The Jensen Water 
District has an assessed valuation of $2.2 million and a mill levy of 4.49. 
With no outstanding bonds, the district has the entire allowable debt of $1.3 
million available. The Maeser Water and Sewer District has $1.4 million 
available for future debt, with $380,000 currently outstanding. The district 
charged $8,800 in taxes in 1980, assessing a mill levy of 2.95 on a valuation 
of $3.) wildiongs The Tridell-LaPoint Water District collected $31,700 in 
property taxes during 1980, using a mill levy of 12.71 and an assessed 
valuation of $2.5 million. This district has nearly $1.4 million in available 
debt, with currently outstanding general obligation bonds totaling $114,100. 
The Uintah Water District had the highest assessed valuation, $96.6 million, 
and the lowest mill levy, 1.20. The Uintah Water District has a bonded debt 
limited by state law of $58 million.* 


Wayne County 


Wayne County averaged $918,000 annually in revenues between 1980 and 
1982. Thirty percent of this total came from general revenues, 28% came from 
federal transfer payments, and 25% came from state transfer payments (see 
Table D.7 in Appendix D). Revenues dropped 12% in 1983 from the previous 
three years to $805,000. State transfer payments increased from an average of 
$233,000 annually between 1980 and 1982 to $287,000 in 1983, while federal 
transfer payments and general revenues each declined. The current revenue 
source categories and proportional distribution are depicted in Fig. 2.27a. 


Expenditures in Wayne County averaged $922,000 annually between 1980 
and 1982, General administration and roads were the primary categories of 
spending, accounting for 45% and 32% of the total, respectively. In 1983, 
county expenditures were $761,000, 17% less than the average of the previous 
three years. General administration expenses dropped sharply, from an average 
of $412,000 annually in 1980 through 1982 to $235,000 in 1983. As shown in 
Fig. 2.27b, spending on roads was the greatest single expense for the county 
in 1983. 


The property tax in Wayne County was raised in 1982 through a 12.16 
mill levy on $6,681,702 in assessed valuation — second lowest of any Utah 
county. The weakness of the property tax base in the county is compounded by 
a declining valuation, as shown in Fig. 2.27c. The mill levy has also 
declined since 1979, 


In 1982, Wayne County had no outstanding general obligation bonds. The 
bonding capacity of the county was at least $668,170. 





*State of Utah, Uintah Basin Synfuels Development: Final Socioeconomics 
Technical Report, p. I-60 (Feb. 1983). 
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Transfers of funds from the state and federal governments made up about 
53% of revenues in Wayne County in 1980 through 1982. Transfer funds are 
anticipated to support about 56% of the current budget. Most of the transfers 
are regular ones, not special purpose grants, and they include state road 
funds and federal revenue sharing and payments in lieu of taxes. Inter- 
governmental transfers are critical to the ability of Wayne County to operate. 


The budgets in Wayne County show sizable general fund surpluses and 
some interest income, but the fiscal conservatism they represent is to be 
expected in a county which has a very limited tax base and a limited means to 
raise funds. The weak fiscal position of the county seriously limits its 
ability to respond to growth. 


The isolation of the Hanksville community from the rest of Wayne County 
could inhibit planning and growth management activities. Currently, there is 
no active planning process in the county. The Hanksville community cannot 
realistically be considered as the potential nucleus of a larger community 
which would evolve from the existing one. Some of its physical form might 
endure, but the political, social, and infrastructural changes that would be 
needed to accommodate any sizable growth would, in fact, amount to the 
creation of an entirely new town. 


2552 County School District Finances 


Carbon County 


The Carbon County School District spent $10 million in 1982. Forty 
percent of this was raised from property taxes through a 43.66 mill levy on 
the $115,190,463 valuation of the district. The assessed valuation per 
student was $20,788 in 1981-82. The budget in the school district rose 
dramatically along with its mill levy in 1980 and has been quite stable (at 
between $10 and $11 million) since then. The jump in the budget and mill levy 
reflect a substantial increase in capital outlays. 


Starting salaries in the Carbon School District were slightly above the 
State average in 1982-83: $13,849 as compared to $13,682. But the maximum 
Salaries were somewhat below average: $22,638 as compared with $23,854 for 
teachers with a master's degree and 12 years experience. 


Carbon County spent $2,130 per student in 1981-82, slightly below the 
State average of $2,254. 


Duchesne County 


The Duchesne County School District spent nearly $8 million in 1981l- 
82. About 72% of this money was raised from property taxes through a 34.19 
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mill levy on the district's $205,158,503 valuation. The district ranked as 
the eighth wealthiest in Utah in terms of assessed valuation per student, 
$41,876 in 1981-82, and there has been a steady growth in the valuation 
available to support school expenditures. The rising valuation of the county 
has left the district with over $27 million in bonding capacity. 


Starting salaries in the Duchesne School District were slightly above 
the average for the state in 1982-83: $13,736 as compared to $13,682. But 
maximum salaries were somewhat below average: $23,489, as compared with 
$23,854 for teachers with a master's degree and about 12 years experience. 


Duchesne County spent $2,135 per student in 1981-82, slightly below the 
state average of $2,254. 


Emery County 


About 7/54 of the $12 million in Emery County School District 
expenditures in 1982 was raised from property taxes through a 38.75 mill levy 
on the district's $233,819,867 valuation. The district ranks as the fifth 
wealthiest in Utah in terms of assessed valuation per student, $66,427 in 
1981-82, and there has been steady growth in the valuation available to 
support school expenditures. The tax levy of the school district includes a 
two mill “leeway,” approved by the voters of the county and devoted to salary 
improvements. Starting salaries in the Emery School District were the best in 
the state: $16,510 as compared to $13,682. Maximum salaries were also the 
highest: $26,680 as compared with $23,854 for teachers with a master's degree 
and 1l years experience. 


Emery County spent $4,168 per student in 1981-82, almost double the 
State average of $2,254. 


Garfield County 


The Garfield County School District spent $2.75 million in 1982. About 
364 of this total was raised from property taxes through a 31.03 mill levy on 
the district's $39,831,124 valuation. The assessed valuation per student in 
the district was $34,679 in 1981-82. The school district budget has risen 
along with its assessed valuation even though the mill levy has declined. 
Starting salaries in the Garfield School District were above the state average 
in 1982-83: $13,922 as compared to $13,682. The maximum salaries were near 
the average: $23,111 as compared with $23,854 for teachers with a master's 
degree and 12 years experience. 


Garfield County spent $3,136 per student in 1981-82, well above the 
State average of $2,254, 
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Grand County 


The Grand County School District spent $3.52 million in 1982. The 
district had an assessed valuation of $29,659 per student in 1981-82, 
Starting salaries were $13,367 in 1982-83, just under the state average of 
$13,682, The maximum salary for teachers with a master's degree and 12 years 
experience was $21,121, below the state average of $23,854. The county spent 
$2,096 per student in 1981-82 also under the state average of $2,254. 


Uintah County 


The Uintah County School District spent $13.3 million in 1982. About 
39% of this was raised from property taxes through a 27.43 mill levy on 
$252,757,225 of assessed valuation. The assessed valuation per student in the 
district was $25,712 in 1981-82. The school district budget has risen 
somewhat with its valuation and its rapidly increasing enrollment. 


Starting salaries in the Uintah School District were close to the state 
average in 1982-83: $13,500 as compared to $13,682. The maximum salaries 
were also somewhat below average: $23,625 as compared with $23,854 for 
teachers with a master's degree and 12 years experience. 


Uintah County spent $2,513 per student in 1981-82, above the state 
average of $2,254, 


Wayne County 


The local portion of the Wayne County School District expenditure of 
$1.5 million in 1981 and 1982 was raised primarily through a 30.49 mill levy 
on $6,681,702 assessed valuation. The district ranks as one of Utah's poorest 
in terms of assessed valuation per student — $14,264 in 1981-82. Average 
Salaries for both starting and experienced teachers in the Wayne District 
lagged behind state averages in 1982-83: $13,010 for starting teachers as 
compared with $13,682, and $21,467 as a maximum salary for teachers with a 
master's degree as compared with $23,854. The district spent $3,084 per 
student in 1981-82, well above the state average of $2,254. 


2.6 QUALITY OF LIFE 


This section describes the quality of life in the region, measured in 
terms of crime rates, divorce rates, alcoholism and drug abuse, and unemploy- 


ment. When possible, county statistics are related to comparable Utah and 
national data. 
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Carbon County 


As seen in Fig. 2.28, the crime rate in Carbon County was about 41 per 
1,000 population between 1978 and 1981. This was below the Utah rate, which 
increased from 53 per 1,000 in 1978 to 56 per 1,000 in 1981. The count ywide 
incidence of serious crimes, however, rose 40% between 1978 and 1979; The 
suicide rate in the county for the period from 1977 through 1981 was 15.21 per 
100,000 compared to a Utah rate of 12.52 and a U.S. rate of 12.64. The 
divorce rate in Carbon County increased from 3.2 per 1,000 in 1972 — well 
below state and national averages — to 5.3 per 1,000, identical to the U.S. 
and Utah rates. There were 1.95 drug abuse arrests per 1,000 population in 
Carbon County in 1981, compared to the state rate of 2.68 per 1,000. Arrests 
for alcohol violations in the county were also less than the state as a whole 
in 1981: 11.74 per 1,000 in Carbon County as opposed to 16.02 per 1,000 in 
Utah. The county unemployment rate in April 1983 was 18.8%. 


Residents listed abundant, well-preserved outdoor recreation opportuni- 
ties and the small town way of life as key to their social well-being. 


Duchesne County 


Although the crime rate in Duchesne County jumped from 26 per 1,000 
population in 1978 to 36 per 1,000 in 1981, it was still well below the state 
rate of 5/ per 1,000 for the period (see Fig. 2.29). The average annual 
suicide rate for the county between 1977 and 1981 was 15.81 per 100,000 
population. The Utah rate during the same period was 12.52 and the U.S. rate 
was 12.64. The 1981 divorce rate in the county was 4.6 per 1,000, less than 
the state and national rate of 5.3 per 1,000. Drug abuse and alcohol arrests 
in 1981 were much more frequent in Duchesne County than in the state as a 
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Fig. 2.28 General Crime Rate Statistics 
for Carbon County 
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Fig. 2.29 General Crime Rate Statistics 
for Duchesne County 


whole. There were 3.53 drug abuse arrests per 1,000 in the county but only 
2.68 per 1,000 in the state, and there were 36.1 alcohol arrests per 1,000 in 
the county but only 16.02 per 1,000 in the state. The unemployment rate in 
Duchesne County in April 1983 was 13.6%. 


Emery County 


Figure 2.30 shows that the crime rate in Emery County rose steadily 
from 18 per 1,000 population in 1978 to 43 per 1,000 in 1981. The 1981 rate 
was still below the state rate of 56 per 1,000 for that year. The average 
annual suicide rate for the county between 1977 and 1981 was 12.02 per 100,000 
population, slightly less than the Utah rate of 12.52 and the U.S. rate of 
12.64. The 1981 divorce rate in the county of 3.7 per 1,000 population, while 
much higher than the 1972 rate of 0.2 per 1,000, was still well below the 
state and national rate of 5.3 per 1,000. There were 1.47 drug abuse arrests 
per 1,000 population in Emery County, compared to a state figure of 2.68 
arrests per 1,000. Similarly, the 8.37 alcohol arrests per 1,000 population 
in 1981 were far fewer than the 16.02 alcohol arrests per 1,000 in the state 


during the same year. The unemployment rate in Emery County in April 1983 was 
11.22. 


Garfield County 


As seen in Fig. 2.31, the crime rate in Garfield County almost tripled 
between 1979 and 1981. The 1981 rate of 49 per 1,000 population in the county 
was still below the state rate of 56 per 1,000 in 1981. The suicide rate in 
the county for the period from 1977 through 1981 was 16.22 per 100,000, 
compared to a Utah rate of 12.52 and a U.S. rate of 12.64. The 1981 divorce 
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Fig. 2.31 General Crime Rate Statistics for 
Garfield County 


rate in the county was greater than 1 per 1,000. Alcohol and drug abuse 
violations were relatively uncommon in Garfield County in 1981. There was 
more than | drug abuse arrest per 1,000 population in 1981 compared to 1.68 
such arrests per 1,000 in the state, and only 6.49 alcohol arrests per 1,000 
in the county, less than half of the Utah rate of 16.02 per 1,000. The 
unemployment rate in Garfield County in April 1983 was 14.6%. 


Grand County 


Figure 2.32 illustrates the jump in the crime rate in Grand County 
between 1979 and 1981. The 1981 rate of 75 per 1,000 population was 752 
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Fig. 2.32 General Crime Rate Statistics 
for Grand County 


higher than the 1979 rate in the county and slightly higher than the state 
rate in 1981. The average annual suicide rate in Grand County for the period 
1977 through 1981 was 9.71 per 100,000, compared to a Utah rate of 12.52 and a 
U.S. rate of 12.64. The 1981 divorce rate of 7.9 per 1,000 in the county was 
well above the state and national rate of 5.3. Alcohol and drug abuse 
violations were much more common in Grand County than in the state as a whole 
in 1981. There were 4.97 arrests in the county for drug abuse violations per 
1,000 compared to a state rate of 2.68 per 1,000. The 39.68 per 1,000 arrests 
for alcohol violations were more than double the state figure of 16.02 per 
1,000. The unemployment rate in Grand County in April 1983 was 20.5%. 


Uintah County 


The crime rate in Uintah County fluctuated between 1978 and 1981 (see 
Fig. 2.33). In each year, however, it was substantially below the Utah rate 
for the period of 56 per 1,000 population. The average annual suicide rate in 
the county between 1977 and 1981 was 20.29 per 100,000 population, well above 
the Utah rate of 12.52 and the U.S. rate of 12.64. The 1981 divorce rate in 
Uintah County was 5.2 per 1,000, almost the same as the U.S. and state rate of 
5-3 per 1,000. There were 2.33 drug abuse arrests per 1,000 population in the 
county in 1981, compared with 1.68 arrests per 1,000 in Utah. Alcohol viola- 
tions were less frequent in the county than in the state in 1981: 11.79 
arrests per 1,000 population in the county compared with 16.02 arrests per 


1,000 in the state. The unemployment rate in Uintah County in April 1983 was 
1K ye 
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Fig. 2.33 General Crime Rate Statistics 
for Uintah County 


Wayne County 


At its highest, the crime rate in Wayne County during the period from 
1978 through 1981 was 6.15 per 1,000 population — only one-tenth of the Utah 
rate (Fig. 2.34). There were no suicides in the county between 1977 and 1981, 
and there were no arrests for drug abuse violations or alcohol violations in 
Wayne County in 1981. The divorce rate in the county is more than one per 
1,000 population, well below the state and national rate of 5.3 per 1,000 in 
1981. The unemployment rate in Wayne County in April 1983 was 12.5%. 


2-/ UINTAH AND OURAY INDIAN RESERVATION 


The purpose of this chapter is to describe existing conditions and 
baseline projections for the Uintah and Ouray Reservation. This background 
will provide a basis for analyzing impacts that might accrue to the 
reservation as a result of energy developments and other related projects 
proposed on and in the proximity of reservation lands. The discussions of 
potential impacts as they may affect the reservation are contained in Sec. 
4.1.2.8, Indian Reservation Impacts (High Commercial Development Scenario), 
and Sec. 4.2.2.8, Indian Reservation Impacts (Low Commercial Development 
Scenario). 


This chapter is based on material contained in the Final Soctioeeonomics 
Technical Report for Utntah Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy 
Office, et al., 1983), Ute Attitudes Regarding Energy Development in the 
Utntah Bastin (Duncan, 1983), and output from the Utah Process Economic and 
Demographic Impact Model (UPED79) (Utah State Planning Coordinator's Office, 
1983.) 
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Fig. 2.34 General Crime Rate Statistics 
for Wayne County 


2.7.1 Background 


The Uintah and Ouray Reservation of the Northern Ute Indians is a very 
large, irregularly-shaped tract of land located in parts of four Utah 
counties: Duchesne, Grand, Uintah and Wasatch. The reservation boundary, 
identified in Fig. 2.35, encompasses an area of 1,700,000 acres (2,000 square 
miles). Of this area, 1,006,903 acres are tribally owned, 14,542 acres are 
allotted, and subsurface rights to 429,000 acres are controlled by the 
tribe. Land blocks include a large northern section laying east to west, and 
a smaller southern section laying north to south, referred to as the "Hill 
Creek Extension.” Half of the Hill Creek Extension, south of the Grand County 
line, is basically undeveloped and was designated as a “wilderness” area by 
tribal resolution in 1980. 


The Northern Ute tribe comprises three bands or tribal political units 
totaling 1,724 registered tribal members: the Uintah; the Umcompahgre; and 
the White River. The Indian population is concentrated in the communities of 
Randlett, Fort Duchesne, and Whiterocks, with minor dispersion in Ouray, 
Myton, Arcadia and Neola. The racial mix within the external boundaries of 
the Reservation is approximately 12% Indian and 87% non-Indian. 


The tribe, headquartered in Fort Duchesne, is governed by an elected 
business committee comprising six officials: two representatives from each 
band, elected for four year Overlapping terms. The committee is self- 
governing with the chairman and vice-chairman elected within the committee for 
two year terms. The business committee is empowered by the tribal constitu- 
tion and bylaws to act on such matters as negotiating for loans, formation of 
enterprises, and contracting with other agencies. 


The tribal business committee has sovereign power over tribal lands, 
and must be dealt with in the Same manner as one would treat a sovereign 
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power. For example, agreements with the state of Utah or the counties, cities 
and towns do not apply to the tribal lands unless the agreements include the 
tribe and have been properly authorized by the tribe. The tribe has 
negotiated contracts with various entities for service delivery systems, e.g., 
the communities of Roosevelt, Ballard and Gusher receive water and sewer 
service through tribal enterprises. 


While the tribe has sovereign powers, it does not have the power to 
levy property taxes, the major source of revenue used by counties and 
municipalities to provide services to their residents. The U.S. Supreme Court 
has, however, recently ruled that tribes can impose severance taxes on oil, 
gas and other resources extracted from Indian lands. 


2./.2 Demographic Conditions and Trends 


1980 Census data indicate that 2,050 American Indians reside on the 
reservation. These data are displayed in Table 2.29. Further, the block 
statistics from the Bureau of the Census indicate that in 1980, the following 
areas were residences of American Indians: 


American Indian 


Area (%Z_of Population) 
Duchesne County 
Remainder of Roosevelt division 3 
Myton city 7 
Roosevelt city 2 
Uintah County 
Remainder of Uintah and Ouray division 46 
Ballard town &’ 


The U.S. Public Health Service (USPHS) maintains records on recognized 
tribal members. Also, the Ute tribe maintains a listing of enrolled Utes, 
those with 5/8 or more Ute blood. Table 2.30 lists the current population 
from these sources, and projected population growth based on the 2.9% annual 
rate used by the USPHS. The growth rate is a composite of changes due to 
anticipated births, deaths, and migration. 


According to Census data, 31% of the reservation population is of 
school age. The median age is 19.4 years which is younger than the median age 
of 24.2 for the state as a whole, 23.7 for Vernal, and 22.9 for Roosevelt. 
This indicates that population will most likely increase because a majority of 
the Indians on the reservation are of child-bearing age. 


Table 2.31 lists the residences of all enrolled adult Ute members. The 
one-fourth that do not reside on the reservation might be induced to return. 
Enrolled members may return to the reservation at any time. 
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Table 2.29 General American Indian Population Characteristics 
of Uintah and Ouray Reservation 


a 


Age Categories 


Total 
Area Population Under 5 5 to 17 18-64 Median Age 
AES ae eT a Ne TI Lil lt len an a at na bem ceniee 
Reservation 2,050 324 632 1,011 19.4 
Duchesne County Portion 292 40 96 139 19.4 
Uintah County Portion 1,758 284 536 872 19.4 


nnn TUE UE UEIIE IS NESE RE RSSREESEE S 


Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, General Population Characteristics, 
Utah, Table 55, as reproduced in Final Soctoecono~tes Technical 
Report for Uintah Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy 
Office, et al., 1983). 


This study concentrates on the remainder of the Roosevelt and the 
Uintah and Ouray census county divisions (CCDs, the nonmunicipal areas) 
because they represent the inhabited Indian lands most likely to be affected 
by growth resulting from energy development. The Duchesne CCD contains 
significant areas of Indian land, but is not considered here because, with the 
exception of a few ranchers, the vast majority of Utes living in the CCD 
reside in Duchesne. 


2.7.3 Economic Base and Employment 


Four hundred thirty-two of the potential Ute work force of almost 900 
people are employed. Of these, 261 (approximately 60%) work for the tribe.* 
Table 2.32 shows an occupational listing of those employed by the tribe. The 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) also affords some employment opportunities. 


According to the BIA, increased oil and gas exploration in the Uintah 
Basin did not increase employment of Utes. Fewer than 10 members are employed 
in the oil and gas industry. Should this phenomenon continue for other energy 
developments, the tribe's employment picture will not be appreciably improved. 


*Ute Indian Tribe, Occupational Groups, 1982, as cited in Final Soctoeconomics 
Technical Report for Uintah Basin Synfuele Development (Utah State Energy 
Office, et al., 1983). 
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Table 2.30 Existing and Baseline Forecast 
Population on the Uintah and 
Ouray Reservation 


EEE NEES U EEEEEEREI EERE EEE REE REEERE EERE 





Total Total Total 
Year Reservation® Enrolled Nonenrolled© 
1982 3,118 1,724 1,394 
1983 3,207 1,774 1,433 
1984 Syeur inaes 1,472 
1985 2 Bet fe 1,878 tS as Be 
1986 3,495 ah is es 1563 
1987 3,596 1,988 1,608 
1988 CR ie) 2,046 Naty 
1989 3,816 Lie i Ue Ug by 
1990 3.932 2,166 1,766 
1991 4,046 Fea fe le 1,817 
1992 4,163 2,294 1,869 
1993 4,284 2,501 b, 923 
1994 4,408 2,429 Wag BA 
1995 4,536 2,499 2,037 
1996 4,668 7 lle De pdt te FA 
1997 4,803 2,646 215s 
1998 4,942 Eyees PAP an 
1999 5,085 2,802 2,253 
2000 spr he We 2,883 2,349 


From USPHS, Phoenix, Arizona, October 1982. 
The USPHS assumes a 2.9% annual growth rate. 
The service area of USPHS is greater than 
the Reservation boundaries. 


>From Ute tribe, October 1982. 


©Column 1 minus Column 2. The nonenrolled 
column can be any American Indian. 


Source: As reproduced in Final Soctoeconomtcs 
Technical Report for Uintah Basin Synfuels 
Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 
1983). 
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Table 2.31 Enrolled Uintah-Ouray Ute Indians* 


Geographical Area/State 


Uintah and Ouray Reservation plus 30-mile radius 


Other Areas of Utah 


Intermountain States - Total (excluding Utah) 

Arizona 

Colorado 

Idaho 

Montana 

New Mexico 

Nevada 

Wyoming 


Western Coastal States - Total 
California 
Oregon 
Washington 


Midwestern-Mideastern States - Total 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
South Dakota 


Southern States - Total 
Florida 
Mississippi 
Tennessee 
Texas 


Eastern States plus Atlantic Seaboard - Total 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
New York 
North Carolina 
Alaska 
Hawaii 


U.Se total 


Enrolled Members 


Number by Number/Percent 


State of Total 
890/77 
95/8.2 
90/7.8 
22 
31 
7 
4 
10 
7 
9 
36/3.1 
727 
4 
Gy 
22/1.9 
2 
1 
1 
1 
4 
2 
6 
5 
11/0.95 
3 
1 
1 
6 
9/0.78 
2) 
1 
4 
2 
1/0.09 
1/0.09 
1,155/99.91 





8This listing is from a computer printout listing of the 1,724 total enrolled 
Utes. The 1,155 total are those for which addresses were available. The 


569 difference probably reflects children. 


Source: Uintah and Ouray Tribal Council, Fort Duchesne, Utah, Oct. 29, 1982, 
as reproduced in Final Soctoeconomics Technical Report for Uintah 
Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 1983) 
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Table 2.32 Occupations of Ute Tribal Employees 





General Clerical and Secretarial 21 
Budget, Fiscal and Accounting 13 
Medical/Health 22 
Para-Professional/Technician 70 
Education 47 
Recreation 8 
Maintenance 26 
Management /Professional 21 
Law and Order PHS. 

Total 261 


Source: Uintah and Ouray Tribe (Sept. 1982), 
as reproduced in Final Soctoeconomtcs 
Techntecal Report for Uintah Basin 
Synfuels Development (Utah State 
Energy Office, et al., 1983). 


Eighty-six Utes are actively seeking work.* To determine if there are 
skills on the reservation that could be employed in energy development, Table 
2.33 was developed. The table indicates that approximately 65 members have 
skills that could be used in future energy developments. 


Income levels show that almost 65% of the employed Utes earn more than 
$7,000 per year. These figures are higher than in 1975 when the median income 
was $5,000; however, when adjusted for inflation, no significant real growth 
was realized.** 


2.7.4 Public and Private Infrastructure 


Zi) cael Housing 


There is a current need for 55 housing units on the reservation. The 
BIA estimates that another 42 housing units need to be replaced, indicating a 





*Coonrod, BIA, 1982, as cited in Final Soctoeconomics Technical Report for 
Utntah Bastin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 1983). 


**OEDP, 1975, as cited in Final Socioeconomics Technical Report for Uintah 
Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 1983). 
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Table 2.33 Ute Indian Tribe Employees 
Semi-Skilled/Skilled 


Position 


Asbestos 

Boiler Makers 

Brick Layers 
Carpenters 
Electrician 
Elevator Construction 
Glazier 

Iron Worker 
Laborers 

Mill Wrights 
Operating Engineers 
Painters 
Plaster/Cement 
Mason 

Plumber 

Roofers 

Metal Worker 
Teamster 


Tile Setters 


Semi-Skilled 


O10 7 Oe eS eo Oe 


N 
Oo”, © 


15 


5 


Skilled 


Oe Ome. 


0 


1 part-time 


1 part-time 
0 


0 
0 
0 





Source: Personnel Office, Ute Indian Tribe (Oct. 
1982), as reproduced in Final Socto- 
economics Techntcal Report for Uintah Basin 
Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy 
Office, .etval..7 1983), 
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need for 9/7 new housing units. If the USPHS reservation population 
projections are correct, an additional 180 housing units will be needed in 
1990. Furthermore, if the 265 enrolled members not on the reservation return, 
the total demand for housing units would be 542 units. This assumes one 
housing unit per enrolled Ute. Then, assuming $30,000 per unit, over $16 
million would be needed; if $50,000 per unit is assumed, more than $27 million 
would be required. 


Housing is currently supplied through federal programs, the tribe's 
special project office, or through an individual's private resources. The Ute 
Housing Authority has built approximately 22 houses per year since 1967 and 
has applications for 242 additional mutual help houses and 138 low rent units. 


2.7.4.2 Education 


Ute students attend public schools in Uintah County and Duchesne 
County. Seven hundred six Ute children were enrolled in schools in these two 
counties in the autumn of 1982. If 1990 population projections are correct 
and if the percentage of school-age children remains the same, there will be 
1,220 school-age children on the reservation. Almost 80% of the Ute students 
from the reservation are enrolled in three schools: Todd Elementary (330) and 
West Junior High (106) in Fort Duchesne and Union High (120) in Roosevelt.* 
The additional 514 Indian students would require 21 more teachers by 1990. ff 
the trend of closing BIA boarding schools continues, these students would 
compete for classroom space with the energy-related population influx 
projected to occur in the Uintah Basin. ** 


Currently, the Indian Educational Services sponsor a variety of 
educational programs. One particular program that may require expansion is 
the Johnson O'Malley Program that assists Ute students in achieving parity 
with other students. If schools become crowded as a result of population 
growth, achievement of parity may be more difficult. 


2.7.4.3 Health Care Services 


The Indian Health Service of the USPHS provides health care to the Ute 
Indians. A medical clinic at the Duchesne County Hospital in Roosevelt 
currently serves the tribe. A new medical clinic at Fort Duchesne is under 
construction and will replace the hospital clinic. Under the Termination Act 
of 1954 the clinic serves only enrolled Utes. 





*Montgomery, BIA, 1982, as cited in Final Soctoeconomics Technical Report for 
Utntah Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 1983). 


**Pinal Soetoeconomics Technical Report for Uintah Basin Synfuels Development 
(Utah State Energy Office, et CT bepreta Me tey 
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The Indian Health Clinic (IHC) provides outpatient care, family 
planning, immunization, pharmacology, and mental health services. Manpower 
consists of 15 full-time staff members. Dental services for the Utes are 
provided at Fort Duchesne by the USPHS. 


Patient visits have remained at approximately 13,500 visits per year 
since 1974. The level of visits divided by the population indicates an 
average of five visits per person per year. Approximately one-half of these 
are follow-up visits. Based on the population projections, patient visits 
will increase by 4,000 per year by 1990. If this occurs, five additional 
medical staff personnel will be needed.* 


2.7.4.4 Public Safety 


Law Enforcement 


The Ute tribe has 14 police officers for a ratio of one officer per 223 
people. If the population projections are correct and if the current level of 
service is maintained, an additional four officers will be needed by 1990, and 
an additional 10 officers by 2000. The tribe also employs six conservation 
officers, or one officer per 1,900 adjacent non-Indian population. If the 
population projections for areas adjacent to the reservation are correct, an 
additional five conservation officers will be needed to maintain the current 
ratio.* Conservation officers’ duties include controlling poaching. 


Fire Protection 


The tribe currently contracts with the BIA for fire protection. The 
water distribution system, with its lack of uniform water pressure during some 
months, may be incapable of supplying the necessary amount of water for fire 
protection. Fire hydrants on the reservation need up-to-date maintenance. 
Also, as housing increases on the reservation more fire hydrants will be 
needed. With increased population the reservation may need to develop its own 
fire protection capabilities and the BIA may find it difficult to contract for 
such services. 


*Final Soctoeconomtes Techntcal Report for Uintah Basin Synfuels Development 
(Utah State Energy Office, et al., 1983). 
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2.7.4.5 Public Utilities 


Water Treatment 


The majority of the Ute Indian tribe water system was constructed 
between 1963 to 1965. Due to population growth on reservation lands and in 
surrounding communities, demands on the system exceed its capacity.* 


The water sources consist of the Whiterocks Spring and the Uriah Heap 
Spring. The Whiterocks Spring collection and distribution system was 
developed in 1934. The spring area was improved by adding chlorination and 
chemical feed equipment in the late 1950s and fluoridation equipment in 
1974. The Uriah Heap system was developed in 1963-64 with construction of the 
spring collection facility and transmission pipelines extending to Gusher and 
Randlett. The transmission pipeline was extended to Ouray in 1971 and 
fluoridation equipment was added in 1974 at the spring treatment building. 
The Gusher and Fort Duchesne distribution systems are part of the Uriah Heap 
system. 


The existing distribution systems consists of over 59 miles of pipeline 
with 8% of the pipelines being 12 in. or larger and 66% 6 in. or smaller. 
During April and May water demand has exceeded the capacity of the Uriah Heap 
system. During these months the major 18- and 1l2-in. lines lose their 
pressure and accumulate air pockets which seriously reduce pipeline 
capacity. 


The tribal water system has four storage reservoirs with a total 
capacity of 595,000 gallons. The reservoirs are located at Bottle Hollow, 
Gusher, Fort Duchesne, and Ouray. The reservoir in Randlett was abandoned due 
to foundation settlement and cracking. Table 2.34 details the consumption of 
tribal water. 


The tribe projects that the current water sources can accommodate no 
more than 4.4 x 10° gal/d demand or 2,000 additional connections. The 
distribution system is, however, already strained. Engineering estimates for 
pipeline replacement and other system improvements to the end of this century 
range from $12 million to $20 million in 1981 dollars.** It should be 
stressed that the tribe supplies water to the areas of Gusher, Ballard, 


*Interoffice Communication, 1982, as cited in Final Soctoeconomics Technical 
Report for Uintah Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy Office, 
et al., 1983). 


**Interoffice memo, 1982, as cited in Final Soctoeconomics Technical Report 
for Uintah Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 
1983). 
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Table 2.34 Uriah Heap and Whiterocks Systems 
Water Consumption (1979) 


eS 


Water Consumption, ADD@ 








Annual | gal/ 
Number of Water Use connection- 
Consumer Connections (gal x 10”) (gal/d) day 
Indian Residential 282 70.36 193,308 685 
Non-Indian Residential 208 57.44 13/28 Tat 
Commercial 29 T2e31 198,110 6,831 
City of Roosevelt 1b 422.13 1,156,521 
Other Wholesale© 263 84.68 232,008 850 
Total 783 726.93 15937, 322 
Average 7744 
4average daily demand. 
bone connection services entire town 
“Ouray Park Water Improvement District 68 connections 
Independence Water Improvement District 30 connections 
Ballard Water System 165 connections 


daverage per capita water consumption based upon 4.0 people per 
connection is 200 gallons per capita per day. 


Source: Uintah and Ouray Tribe (Oct. 1982), as reproduced in Final 


Soetoeconomtes Techntcal Report for Uintah Bastin Synfuels 
Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 1983). 
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Roosevelt, and two improvement districts -- Ouray Park and Independence. 
Roosevelt town is in the process of building its own water system. 


Sewage System 


The USPHS has prime responsibility for the sewer system. Sewage 
lagoons are located in Whiterocks, Fort Duchesne, Randlett, Sunshine Acres, 
Yellowstone subdivision, and Hilltop subdivision. 


The Whiterocks system consists of two lagoons with total containment 
cells, both of which need to be replaced because of improperly operating 
equipment.* The Whiterocks area can accommodate no additional growth until 
the sewer system is replaced. 


The Fort Duchesne system consists of eight containment lagoons. The 
system serves areas between Bottle Hollow Resort and the junction of US 40 and 
SR 88. The system cannot be expanded because it is located in the Uintah 
River flood plain. 


The Randlett system consists of one operating lagoon. In 1980 the cell 
dikes were raised to prevent overflow. The 6-in.e collector system is deemed 
inadequate by the USPHS. 


The Sunshine Acres system is located approximately half way between 
Fort Duchesne and Randlett. The system consists of two lagoons serving 10 
connections. The system, constructed in 1980, has one operating cell. Future 
expansion is limited because it is also located in the Uintah River flood 
plain. 


The Yellowstone subdivision is located on the north side of US 40 
adjacent to Ballard. The two cell lagoon can serve 41 homes. Currently, the 
system serves 38 homes. In 1981, a new collector system was constructed. 
Additional cells can be added. 


The Hilltop subdivision is south of Ballard and to the west of Bottle 
Hollow Reservoir. The system has a capacity of 25 homes and currently serves 
eight homes. 


The USPHS engineers indicate that a regional sewer system located south 
of Randlett may be needed to serve projected baseline population growth. 


Solid waste landfills are located in Whiterocks, Fort Duchesne, and 
Randlett. The Fort Duchesne landfill is also used by Uintah County. 


*Strain, USPHS, Kansas, as cited in Final Socioeconomics Technical Report for 
Uintah Basin Synfuels Development (Utah State Energy Office, et al., 1983). 
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2.7.4.6 Other Services 


Outdoor recreational opportunities abound on the reservation. The 
Bottle Hollow Reservoir was built for fishing and water skiing. The south 
half of the Hill Creek Extension has been designated a wilderness area. The 
tribe plans to retain this area as a limited access, near-natural area for 
hunting and hiking for tribal members. 


2.7/.4./ Fiscal Analysis 


Current budget figures are not available. Therefore, this analysis is 
based on the limited fiscal information provided. Oil and gas royaities 
together with bonus and lease monies are the largest source of revenue for the 
Uintah and Ouray tribe. 


The second largest source of revenue stems from grants and contracts 
awarded to the tribe by public and private sources. Given budget cuts in the 
public sector, these sources may not continue to provide revenue at past 
levels. 


In 1977, the tribe received over $5 million in grants and contracts. 
Per capita expenditures in 1977 amounted to almost $3,200. To maintain this 
per capita level of expenditure through 1990, assuming the population 
‘projections are correct, the Ute tribe would need to generate an additional $3 
million in revenue. By 1985, the tribe would need an additional $1 million to 
retain the current per capita level of expenditures. 


In addition to the revenue and expenditures of the tribe, the Bureau of - 
Indian Affairs in Fort Duchesne receives an annual budget of over $2 million. 
Again, uncertainty about federal spending and budgeting practices precludes 
forecasting funding available to assist the tribe in handling projected 
population increases both on the reservation and in areas served by the tribe. 


2./.5 Ute Attitudes Regarding Energy Development in the Uintah Basin 


2.7.51 Introduction 


At the request of the Vernal and Richfield Districts of the Bureau of 
Land Management, the Ute tribe conducted a survey of Ute attitudes regarding 
energy development in the Uintah Basin.* 


*Duncan, D., Ute Attitudes Regarding Energy Development in the Uintah Basin, 
prepared for the Bureau of Land Management (1983). 
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2.7.5.2 Survey Questions 


Table 2.35 presents a summary of the survey questions and responses. 
It also indicates the sex and age distribution of the respondents and the 
interviewer's assessment of the respondent's comprehension of the questions. 
Questions 1’ and 2 indicate awareness about the types of energy development 
projects and associated work forces. Question 3 is concerned with conditions 
under which energy development might be acceptable. Question 4 is concerned 
with conditions that could cause opposition to development. Question 5 
investigates interest in employment in energy development. Question 6 
inquires about sensitive or special areas on the reservation that may have 
cultural and religious significance to the tribe. This question was further 
analyzed to examine these areas related to respondents' residences. The 
interviewer presented a map of the reservation which is divided into five 
sections (see Table 2.35). Question 7 investigates attitudes about providing 
non-Indian energy employees with housing on the reservation. 


2.7.5.3 Responses to the Survey 


Although Questions 1 and 2 indicate awareness of potential new energy 
development in the Uintah Basin, general awareness of the number of workers 
needed for the projects is uneven. Males between 18 and 44 years of age were 
most aware of potential new projects. For females, those 25-44 were most 
aware. Approximately 20% of the respondents provided reasonable estimates of 
workers needed for synfuel projects. 


Response to Question 3 concerning conditions under which respondents 
would support energy development indicated that promotion of training and 
provision of employment for the tribe were ranked highest. Mitigation of 
social, economic and environmental impacts ranked third. Males between 18 and 
44 and females between 35 and 44 were particularly concerned with the need to 
promote training and receive a fair share of the employment. Females 25 to 34 
were also very concerned about mitigation of potential social and economic 
impacts. 


Opposition to development, Question 4, was expressed over non-Indian 
infringement into the Hill Creek Extension and loss of the environmental 
quality. Social and economic burdens on the tribe were the next most 
important concerns. Males between the ages of 18 and 34 were most concerned 
about the potential for increased trespass in the Hill Creek Extension and 
degradation of air and water quality. Females between 25 and 34 shared these 
concerns and were also concerned about additional economic and financial 
burdens on the tribe as a result of energy related growth. 


Seventy~-nine percent of the responses to Question 5 were in favor of 
employment in energy activities, particularly those involving tribal land and 
minerals. Twenty-one percent of the respondents were not interested in 
employment opportunities in energy activities. Thirty-five percent of the 
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Table 2.35 Survey Questions and Responses 


1. Are you aware that new energy development projects are being proposed in 


the Uintah Basin? 


55% Yes 
45% No 
What types of energy development projects have you heard are being 
considered on or near the Reservation and how many people do you think 
each might employ annually? 
Type of project 
you have heard 
being proposed Energy Development Types 
51% Oil and gas production 
392% Oil shale mining and retorting 
31% Tar Sands mining and processing 
28% Coal mining 
34% Power plant construction and operation 
20% Uranium mining and milling 
Under what conditions would you support energy development on or near the 


reservation? (Please indicate the three responses that best reflect your 
feelings - number in importance.) 


A. 664 If it will promote training of our people in job skills. 


B. 54% If reservation residents will be assured of receiving a “fair 
share” of the jobs associated with these activities. 


C. 29% If there were substantial mineral lease income to the Tribe. 


D. 45% If the Tribe and Reservation residents can be assured of being 
compensated for any environmental, social or economic problems 
created by the development. 


E. 38% If it can be used to improve the economy of the Reservation. 


F. 35% If the jobs and income from these energy related activities will 
provide encouragement for our young people to remain on the 
Reservation. 


CG. .22° Other 


H. 8% I support such development under any conditions. 


1% No opinion. 
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Table 2.35 (Cont'd) 


nee Um gyre EnER nn eerr 


4. Under what conditions would you oppose energy development within the 
Uintah Basin or on or near the Reservation. (Please indicate the three 


responses that best reflect your feelings.) 
A. 28% If it will mean many more people will come to live in the area. 
B. 51% If it imposes a financial burden on the Tribe and our people. 


C. 69% If it is likely to lead to poaching or trespassing on the Hill 
Creek Extension or other areas of our Reservation. 


D. 67% If it is likely to lead to environmental problems such as dirtier 
air or reduced water. 


E. 40% If it is likely to lead to overcrowding of the services such as 
schools shared by Reservation and non-Reservation residents. 


F. 7% Other 
G. 8% I would oppose such development under any conditons. 


5. Would you or a member of your household be interested in working in the 
energy related field? 


45% Yes, if it were on the Reservation (North or Southern extension). 


34% Yes, if the job was within 60 miles of my home regardless of 
whether it was on or off the Reservation. 


21% No, no one in this household would be interested in working in the 
energy field. 


6. Are there specific areas on or near the Reservation where you feel that 
energy development (oil and gas, oil shale mining and/or tar sand) should 
not be allowed under any circumstances? 


55% Location 1 South half of the Hill Creek Extension (in Grand 
County) 


33% Location 2 North half of the Hill Creek Extension (in Uintah 
County) 


4% Location 3 Chapita Groves, south of Ouray and east of Green 
River (in Uintah County) 


12% Location 4 Northern block of the Reservation, south of U.S. 
Highway 40 (in Duchesne, Uintah, and Wasatch Counties) 
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Table, 2235°0 (Cont'd) 


6. (Cont'd) 


32% 


Location 5 Northern block of the Reservation, north of U.S. 
Highway 40 (in Duchesne, Uintah, and Wasatch Counties) 


Other comments 


Energy development should not be allowed anywhere near or on the 
Reservation. 


There are no areas where energy development should not be per- 
mitted. 


Don't know. 


7. Many energy developers prefer to house employees in workcamps located near 
their projects. How would you feel about a temporary camp consisting of 
dormitories or mobile or modular housing units being constructed on the 
Reservation and occupied by energy construction and operating workers? 


28% 
29% 
11% 
18% 


15% 


I would be in favor if it meant more income to the Reservation. 
I would be opposed to this under any circumstances. 
I would be in favor of this under any circumstances. 


Other 





Don't know. 


TO BE FILLED IN BY THE INTERVIEWER IMMEDIATELY AFTER LEAVING THE HOUSEHOLD 


The person 


48% 


52% 


The person 


24% 


interviewed was: 
Male 
Female 


interviewed appeared to be how old: 


18 - 24 
25 - 34 
35 - 44 
45 - 60 
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Table 2.35 (Cont'd) 


sccm deanna renee nee 
The person interviewed: 


88% Seemed to understand each of the questions and answered each care 
fully and to the best of his/her ability. 


11% Seemed to have difficulty understanding or answering: 


33% Question 
22% Question 
78% Question 
67% Question 
11Z Question 
44% Question 
11% Question 




















NOW WHF 








Source: Duncan, D., Ute Attitudes Regarding Energy Development in the Uintah 
Basin, prepared for the Bureau of Land Management (1983). 


respondents are willing to seek employment off the reservation if the 
commuting distance was not more than 60 miles. 


Response to Question 6 about areas on the reservation where development 
should be restricted was reasonably consistent. Ninety-two percent of the 
respondents wanted non-Indian infringement prevented in the Hill Creek 
Extension and 35% identified the northern portion of the northern block as an 
area requiring preservation of the existing environment. Taking residence of 
the respondent into consideration, residents of the White Rocks area favored 
restrictions on development in the northern portion of the northern block more 
than restrictions on development in the Hill Creek Extension. Fort Duchesne/ 
Indian Bench area residents favored restrictions on development in the Hill 
Creek Extension more than in the northern area, as did Randlette/Ouray area 
residents. 


Question 7 was designed to determine the feelings of tribal members 
with reference to providing housing units on the reservation for non-Indian 
energy development employees. The general response was that: 39% fully 
supported or favored the idea if it brought income to the reservation; 29% 
were totally opposed; and 33% had either no opinion or comments different from 
those offered on the survey. 


Eleven percent of the respondents did not clearly understand the 
questions. The percent experiencing difficulty, by question, is as follows: 
Question 1, 33%; Question 2, 22%; Question 3, 78%; Question 4, 64%; Question 
5, 11%; Question 6, 44%; and Question 7, 11%. Questions 3 and 4 were most 
frequently misunderstood. 
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a Bae a Summary of the Attitude Survey 


In summary, the Ute people recognize the fact that energy development 
will occur near their reservation. Their acceptance of development will be 
dependent on the size and number of projects and the mitigation of adverse 
impacts that might occur if such projects are developed. The major concern is 
that impacts on the tribe be identified and that processes to mitigate such 
impacts be established. 


This survey confirms that Ute society has the same basic concerns found 
in non-Indian society. For example, males are concerned about employment and 
recreational opportunities while females concerns seem to center on social and 
economic conditions that affect the family, as well as employment 
opportunities. 


Lerea Summary 


This section of the report has outlined existing conditions on the 
reservation, projected, where possible, population increases, and discussed 
Ute attitudes towards energy development. If past population trends continue, 
the reservation will experience growth; that growth is anticipated to be 2.9% 
per year through 1990. Growth from energy development will occur both within 
the general boundaries of the reservation and in areas contiguous to the 
reservation. Some nonreservation communities that are also projected to grow 
currently rely on the Ute tribe for services. As demands for these services 
on the reservation grow, new agreements may be necessary. The attitude survey 
indicates that the Ute society has the same basic concerns that the non-Indian 
society has regarding the effects of energy developments. 
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3 DESCRIPTION OF THE REGIONAL TAR SANDS DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 


This section discusses the manpower requirements and production levels 
associated with the development of the Special Tar Sands Areas (STSAs). There 
are two commercialization scenarios that correspond to the potential develop- 
ment alternatives being considered in this report. In the high commercial 
development scenario, total production is projected to be 365,000 barrels per 
day (bbl/d). Alternatively, under the low commercial development scenario 
107,000 bb1/d would be produced. Both scenarios are composed of company- 
specific project plans and expected future developments. 


For the purposes of this report, the tar sands projects have been 
grouped into nine potential STSA developments. Only the development effects/ 
impacts of these nine STSAs are directly considered in this report. 


Figure 3.1 illustrates the geographic location of the nine STSAs found 
in the east-central part of Utah. The nine development areas are situated in 
seven Utah counties: Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, Garfield, Grand, Uintah, and 
Wayne. The Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks and Raven Ridge/Rimrock STSAs are 
located in northern Uintah County. Argyle Canyon/Willow Creek is located 
along the border between Duchesne and Carbon counties. Hill Creek is in 
southwestern Uintah County, while P.R. Spring extends from southeastern Uintah 
County into northern Grand County. Sunnyside occupies much of eastern Carbon 
County. San Rafael Swell is located in central Emery County. Tar Sands 
Triangle is proportioned between an area in southeastern Wayne County and an 
area in northeastern Garfield County. Lastly, the Circle Cliffs STSA is 
located in east-central Garfield County. 


Each Special Tar Sands Area has a unique development schedule that 
extends between the years 1985 and 2005. In addition, this development 
schedule is often different for the two commercialization scenarios. In the 
following paragraphs, the direct manpower requirements for each STSA and 
scenario are discussed. 


3.1 DIRECT MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS BY SCENARIO 


Sel od High Commercial Development Scenario 


Under the high commercial development scenario there are assumed to be 
11 surface and 8 in-situ tar sands developments. Although total production 
from these tar sands developments is projected to be 365,000 bbl/d, production 
is expected to vary significantly by STSA; from 5,000 bbl/d in the Argyle 
Canyon and Raven Ridge STSAs to 125,000 bb1/d in the Sunnyside STSA. 


Table 3.1 shows the annual manpower requirements that would correspond 
to each STSA, together with the type of projects (in-situ and/or surface) and 
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Annual Construction and Operation Manpower Requirements 
by STSA for the High Commercial Development Scenario 
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Type and Cumlative Annual Manpower Requirements a 
No. of Production 

STSA Developments (Bbls/Day) 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
ee ree ee eee 
Argyle Canyon Surface (1) 5,000 Construction = = - - - - 100 200 200 100 ~ - - - - - - - - = ~ = 
Operation == = = - - - - 50 70 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 
Total = = - - - - 100 250 270 230 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 
Asphalt Ridge Surface (2) . 10,000 Construction ~ - 200 200 250 150 200 100 100 = o ~ ~ = = e = - - - - - 
and Whiterocks Operation - = 50 100 280 300 350 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 
Total = = 250 300 530 450 bye) 510 510 410 410 410 410 410 410 419 410 410 410 410 410 410 
Circle Cliffs In-situ (1) 20,000 Construction ra = - - - - 100 1,000 1,400 400 - - - - ~ - - - - - - - 
Operation = = - - = = = = = 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 
Total = = - - = - 100 1,000 1,400 760 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 
Hill Creek In-situ (1) 10,000 Construction = - - - - - - - = 100 500 700 600 - - - - - - - - ~ 
Operation = = = = = - - = - = = 100 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
Total = im = “ - - = = - 100 500 800 720 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
P.R. Spring Surface (2) 100,000 Construction = 50 100 150 240 360 790 1,140 3,600 3,600 3,800 4,700 2,600 1,000 500 - - - - - - ~ 
and In-situ Operation = = - - 50 50 100 100 300 425 670 870. *1,3208) 1,700 61,800. 1,980. <b,900 51,900.51 .900. 515900 1) 900) 200 
ci) Total = 50 100 150 290 410 SO merly2 40 mes 9004, 025074.470) 5,970 . 3,920 25/00) 2,300 1,900. 1,900" 15900 91,900 1,900 — 1,900 1,300 
Raven Ridge Surface (1) 5,000 Construction - - - - - 100 200 200 100 - - - - - - - - _ = = = = 
Operation = = ome - - - 50 70 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 30 130 130 130 130 130 130 
Total - - - - - 100 250 270 230 130 130 130 130 130 130 30 130 130 130 130 130 130 
San Rafael In-situ (1) 20,000 Construction = - - - - 50 70 100 200 500 1,000 1,400 700 - - - ~ - = ~ = fa. 
Operation = = = - - = 20 70 100 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 
Total - - - ~ - 50 90 170 300 740 1,240 1,640 940 240 240 240 240 240 240 40 240 240 
Sunnyside Surface (4) 125,000 Construction 27 27 GS el, 08 Qe 25570, 610182, 2108l, O10 210 550ml, O50mLe7 70 ma), 650.1050) 91,0507) 1,030) BEOSO MT 050% 15050 1250s al tUa0 lo 
and In-situ Operation = = = 25 100m 12315) 15465.92,065 2,065 2,160 2,290 2,520 2645" 23.07 5am, 025n) 3, Oho 042 a9) et U5 a 4, oe Osseo ere 
(2) Total 27 27 Gomer E UOTE e420 be rl 2 ous, 970m SyUs > 25275725710 SE340 mre 29084 295 mea 12508 467) .4, OP Dano. 00 eee Etog =). 0420 B65) BO aU eT 
Tar Sand Surface (1) 70,000 Construction oe = = = 20 50 100 140 500g 2s 000m 2. (00> 3 000m 252005 =, 000 - - 400 400 400 400 - ~ 
Triangle and In-situ Operation — - - - if 7 - - - - 200 350 350 700 700 700 700 700 700 960 960 960 
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Source: Adapted from unpublished information, Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Office (April 1983). 
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total production levels for the high commercial development scenario. The 
construction phase of these STSA projects is projected to begin in 1984 
(Sunnyside STSA) and run through the end of the period under study (2005). 
The earliest operation phase commences in 1986. The last row on Table 3.1 
presents the total labor requirements of the nine STSAs. Total manpower 
requirements for the construction phase is expected to peak at 11,570 workers 
in 1995. Operation manpower would peak in 2005 when 9,325 people are 
employed. Overall, total manpower requirements would reach a maximum of 
16,680 in 1995. 


The individual manpower profiles by STSA are displayed in Fig. 3.2. 
This three-dimensional graphic depicts the differences in manpower requirem- 
ents by STSA and year. In Fig. 3.2, the construction phase is clearly 
identified as the peaked area during the 1990-2000 time frame. The straight 
line relates the level of operation workers required. The manpower profile, 
shown in Fig. 3.2, for the Tar Sands Triangle, P.R. Spring, and Sunnyside 
STSAs identifies the staged development proposed for these areas. In the Tar 
Sands Triangle STSA, construction manpower is forecast to increase fairly 
slowly, peak in 1995, then decline until 1999 before beginning to expand again 
in select years prior to 2005. A somewhat different profile is associated 
with the P.R. Spring STSA where construction labor is expected to grow each 
year until 1995; in particular years, employment expands by 1,000 to 2,000 
workers. After 1995, employment would slowly taper off until an operations 
work force level is attained. 


The Sunnyside STSA represents the most drastic departure from the other 
manpower profiles. Employment is projected to increase rapidly between 1984 
and 1989 before receding in the following three years. Beginning in 1992, 
employment is expected to grow continuously through 2005; manpower require- 
ments expand from 2,275 in 1992 to 6,125 in 2005. The Sunnyside STSA is 
composed of four surface projects and two in-situ projects under the high 
commercial development scenario. 


3.1.2 Low Commercial Development Scenario 


The low commercial development scenario represents a much less intense 
development of the STSAs. Under this scenario there are assumed to be nine 
surface and eight in-situ developments proposed or planned. Total production 
for the low commercial development scenario is projected to be 107,000 bbl/d 
from the tar sands areas. There would be less deviation between the cumula- 
tive production from the nine STSAs than under the high commercial scenario. 
Cumulative production is expected to range from 2,000 bbl/d for the Circle 
Cliffs STSA to 30,000 bb1/d for the Sunnyside STSA. 


Table 3.2 presents the annual manpower requirements by STSA and 
development phase, together with the type of projects (in-situ and/or surface) 
and total production levels for the low commercial development scenario. 
Construction on the first project is expected to commence in 1984 (Sunnyside 
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Fig. 3.2 STSA Manpower Profiles for the High Commercial Development Scenario 
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Table 3.2 Annual Construction and Operation Manpower Requirements 
by STSA for the Low Commercial Development Scenario 
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STSA 


Argyle Canyon 


Asphalt Ridge 
and Whiterocks 


Cianrele Cliffs 


Hill Creek 


P.R. Spring 


Raven Ridge 


San Rafael 


Sunnyside 


Tar Sand 
Triangle 


All STSAs 


Type and 
No. of 


Developments 


Surface (1) 


Surface (1) 


In-situ (1) 


In-situ (1) 


Surface (2) 
and In-situ 


(1) 


Surface (1) 


In-situ (1) 


Surface (4) 
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(2) 
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Surface (9) 
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STSA), with peak construction requirements projected to occur in 1995 when 
2,490 workers would be needed. The first operation phase of any STSA project 
is currently scheduled to begin in 1986 (Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks STSA). 
Operation manpower would reach a maximum of 3,525 in 1999, and remain at that 
level through the end of the period under study. 


The last row of Table 3.2 presents the total manpower requirements 
under the low commercial development scenario. Overall, manpower requirements 
are expected to peak at 4,905 in 1998, the year in which all construction 
activities would cease under this scenario. 


The individual manpower profiles for the low commercial development 
scenario are illustrated by STSA in Fig. 3.3. This three dimensional graphic 
is similar to the one used to depict the high scenario manpower profiles. 
Moreover, the same interpretation should be used in understanding this 
figure. It is readily evident that the shape of the manpower profiles 
displayed in Fig. 3.3, together with their magnitudes, are significantly 
different than the high scenario development schedules present in Fig. par at a 
much flatter, and less peaked, low scenario manpower profile is depicted in 
Fig. 3.3. However, the three STSAs that still deviate from this pattern are 
the Tar Sands Triangle, P.R. Spring, and Sunnyside STSAs. 


The Tar Sands Triangle STSA would vacillate in the level of construc~ 
tion employment required during the time frame 1993-1997, before it would 
attain a stable operations work force. Similarly, the P.R. Spring STSA would 
have fluctuations in its construction employment requirements between 1988 and 
1996, but they would be much more significant than those expected in the Tar 
Sands Triangle STSA. Also important to note is the fact that the operations 
work force projected to be needed in the P.R. Spring STSA is almost equivalent 
to that of the construction phase employment. Finally, the employment 
requirements of the Sunnyside STSA are expected to expand at a nearly 
continuous rate between 1984 and 1998; employment would leap upward between 
1984 and 1989 before it would recede slightly, and thereafter the employment 
requirements would grow continuously until 1998. After 1998, employment is 
expected to be stable at 1,995 workers during the operations phase of the six 
projects located in the Sunnyside STSA. 


3.2 DIRECT MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS BY STSA 


Argyle Canyon 


Argyle Canyon is a surface development located on the extreme southern 
edge of Duchesne County. Under both the high and low commercial development 
scenarios, the construction phase would run from 1990 through 1993. Two 
hundred construction workers would be required in 1991 and 1992, and 100 in 
each of the other years. Operation would require 130 workers, so that in 
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1992, a maximum work force of 270 would be necessary. Production is projected 
to be 5,000 bbl/day. 


Asphalt Ridge and White Rocks 


The Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks Special Tar Sands Area (STSA) is located 
in northwestern Uintah County, just south of Vernal. Under the high 
commercial development scenario, there are two sites, with combined production 
projected to be 10,000 bbl/d. Construction is expected to begin in 1986, and 
would run through 1992. During that time, between 100 and 250 workers would 
be required for construction activities. Operation would also start in 1986, 
and it is anticipated that 410 workers would be required from 1991 through 
2005. The maximum work force would be 550 in 1990. 


Under the low scenario there is only one site, and construction would 
begin in 1985 and run through 1988; between 100 and 200 workers would be 
required in each year. The operation phase would require 280 workers, so that 
the largest combined work force would be 430 in 1988. Production under the 
low scenario is projected to be 5,000 bbl/d. 


Circle Cliffs 


The Circle Cliffs STSA is located in central Garfield County. It is an 
in-situ project, with only one development site. Under the high scenario, 
production is expected to be 20,000 bbl/d. Construction would last from 1990 
to 1993, and would require between 100 and 1,400 workers each year. The 
maximum construction work force of 1,400 is projected to be in 1992. 
Operation would begin in 1993 and require 360 workers each year. 


Under the low development scenario, between 10 and 140 workers would be 
required each year for construction, with the maximum work force of 140 
necessary in 1992. Operation is expected to begin in 1993 and would require 
30 workers each year. Production is projected to be 2,000 bbl/d. 


Hill Creek 


Hill Creek is located in the southwestern corner of Uintah County, both 
in and around the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation. Developments at Hill Creek 
are projected to be the same under the low and high scenarios. One in-situ 
project comprises the Hill Creek STSA; production of 10,000 bbl/d is antici- 
pated. Construction would run from 1993 to 1996, and require between 100 and 
700 workers each year. Operation would begin in 1995 and require 100 workers 
in 1995 and 120 thereafter. A maximum work force of 800 is expected in 1995. 


170 


P.R. Spring 


P.R. Spring would be the second largest development in the area, and is 
located to the east of Hill Creek in southern Uintah and northern Grand 
counties. Under the high development scenario, production would reach 100 ,000 
bb1/d from the two surface projects and one in-situ project planned for the 
P.R. Spring STSA. Construction would begin in 1985, and run through 1998. 
The 4,700 workers that would be required for construction in 1995 would 
represent the largest construction force for any site in the region. 
Operation is expected to begin in 1988, when only 50 workers would be 
needed. By 1999, this number would have reached 1,900, and would remain at 
that level for the remainder of the period. Peak labor requirements under the 
high scenario are anticipated in 1995, when 5,570 workers would be needed. 


Development of the P.R. Spring STSA under the low commercial develop- 
ment scenario would include three tar sands projects and attain a cumulative 
production level of 25,000 bbl/d. Between 50 and 800 workers would be 
required each year for construction, with a peak work force of 800 necessary 
in 1990. Construction activities would extend from 1985 to 1995. The 
operations work force of the low scenario is expected to begin in 1988 with 50 
workers. This work force level would climb until it reaches a peak of 580 
workers in 1995. This peak work force level would continue through 2005. 


Raven Ridge 


The Raven Ridge STSA is located in east-central Uintah County, and the 
developments here would be the same under the high and low scenarios. There 
is one surface development at Raven Ridge, with production projected to be 


5,000 bbi1/d. This development would have exactly the same manpower 
requirements as the development at Argyle Canyon. Construction would last 
four years -- from 1989 to 1992 —- and require between 100 and 200 workers 


each year. Operation is expected to begin in 1990, and would require 130 
workers from 1992 through 2005. The work force of 270 in 1991 would be the 
largest for this site in the 20 years under study. 


San Rafael 


The San Rafael STSA is located in central Emery County, and under the 
high scenario, production would be 20,000 bb1/d. Construction is projected to 
last from 1989 to 1996, and would require up to 1,400 workers. Operation 
would begin in 1990 and after 1993, 240 workers would be required. In 1995, 
the work force requirements would peak at 1,640. 


Under the low scenario, construction would last three years and require 
35 to 70 workers. Operation is expected to start in 1990 -- the year after 
construction begins -- and require 20 workers each year. Production under the 
low scenario is projected to be 5,000 bbl1/d. 


ep 


Sunnyside 


Sunnyside would be the largest development planned in the region, and 
is located in eastern Carbon County. In this STSA, there are four surface and 
two in-situ sites. Under the high scenario, construction would run from 1984 
through 2005, with a maximum of 3,810 construction workers needed in 1989. 
From 1997 to 2005, 1,050 workers would be needed for construction each year. 
Operation would begin in 1987, when only 25 workers are required. This figure 
would rise quickly, so that by 2005, 5,075 workers would be required for 
operation, the highest number for the period. The combined work force in 2005 
is expected to be 6,125 -- the largest work force in the region. Projected 
production in the Sunnyside STSA would be 125,000 bbl/d. This level of 
production would make it the largest development in the region. 


Under the low scenario, production would be 30,000 bb1/d. Construction 
would commence in 1984, but not end until 1998. Up to 1,110 workers would be 
needed for construction. The operation phase is expected to begin in 1987, 
with 10 workers required. This demand would increase each year until 1999, 
when operations would require 1,995 workers. The largest work force would be 
required in 1998, when 3,025 workers would be needed. 


Tar Sands Triangle 


The Tar Sands Triangle is located on the Wayne-Garfield County border 
in the eastern part of each county. Under the high scenario, there would be 
one surface and two in-situ sites, with a combined production projected to be 
70,000 bb1/d. Construction manpower requirements would fluctuate: only 20 
would be required in 1988, whereas 3,000 would be needed in 1995. In 1998 and 
1999, no workers would be needed for construction. Seven workers would be 
required for operation in 1988 and 1989, but then none would be needed again 
until 1994, when 200 would be required. The operation phase would require 960 
workers from 2003 to 2005. 


Under the low scenario, there would be two in-situ sites and no surface 
sites. Construction is expected to run from 1988 to 1998, employing up to 700 
workers in any one year. Operation would run from 1988 to 1989, and then 
again from 1994 through 2005. Up to 240 workers would be needed for 
operation. The largest work force required for this development would be 820 
in 1996 and 1997. Production under the low scenario is projected to be 20,000 
bb1/d. 


Liz 


4 REGIONAL SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS OF 
TWO TAR SANDS DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 


The socioeconomic impact of tar sands development in Utah is discussed 
in this section. Two different scenarios of tar sands commercial development 
are used here; a high commercial development scenario and a low commercial 
development scenario. These scenarios are based on the manpower profiles 
described in Sec. 3. The development impacts of the nine STSAs are presented 
for the region as a whole, each of the seven counties, and in the case of 
population and households, CCDs and communities. Projections are included for 
the window years of 1985, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 2005. 


Section 4.1 addresses the regional and county-specific socioeconomic 
impacts generated by the high scenario while Sec. 4.2 contains a similar 
discussion for the low scenario. 


4.1 HIGH COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO: DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS 


The projected impacts of the high commercial development scenario are 
described in this section. Two important assumptions underlie these 
projections. The first assumption is that the baseline projections (described 
in Sec. 2) would accurately reflect the socioeconomic composition of the 
counties in the time periods under study. The second assumption is that the 
manpower requirements of the tar sands projects (described in Sec. 3) would 
not change. Given these assumptions, the following analysis is based on the 
difference between the baseline projections and the projections of the high 
commercial development scenario. 


4.1.1 Total Regional Impact on Socioeconomic Development Factors 


The projected impacts of the high commercial tar sands development 
scenario on the region are described in this section. A general summary of 
the socioeconomic impacts on the region is presented in Table 4.1. The 
projected impacts are expressed in terms of the difference between the 
baseline projections and the high commercial development scenario. Cumulative 
growth factors are presented in Table 4.1, along with the actual levels, to 
show the magnitude of change projected to occur between 1985 and 2005. 


It is projected that the population of the region would grow from 213 
more than the baseline in 1985 to 45,681 above the baseline in 2005. This 
growth corresponds to 214 times the high scenario population level projected 
for 1985. This population growth would be attributable to the tar sands 
developments proposed under the high commercial scenario. The change in 
population would reach a peak of 53,091 in 1995. 


—— 
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Table 4.1 Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts by Category and 
Window Year for the High Commercial Development Scenario 


i 





Cumulative Average Annual 
Growth Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Factor® Percent Change 
Socioeconomic . 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Population 
Total 213 18,267 53,091 37,369 45,681 214.46 73.65 -1.49 
School-Age 4l 3,743 12,463 9,959 13,255 323.29 7213 0.62 
Retirement—Age 0 314 918 1,241 1,499 - - 5.03 
Employment (No. of jobs) 111 9,323 26,086 16,182 19,236 173.30 72.63 -3.00 
Households rf 6,553 17,241 11,038 13,205 171.49 Tat -2.63 
Infrastructure Requirements 
Housing 
Single family units 47 3,935 10,347 6,625 7,926 168.64 71.50 -2.63 
Multifamily units 13 987 2,590 1,659 1,983 152.54 69.80 -2.64 
Mobile homes 20 1,642 4,312 2,764 3,305 165.25 71.15 -2.62 
Education 
Students 4l 3,743 12,463 9,959 13,255 323.29 J] wld 0.62 
Classrooms 3 154 503 402 534 178.00 66.89 0.60 
Teachers 3 154 503 402 534 178.00 66.89 0.60 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 3 40 111 79 95 31.67 43.49 -1.54 
Long-term care 0 17 41 52 62 a ~b 4.22 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 3 15 35 26 30 10.00 27.84 -1.53 
Dentists 3 13 29 Ze 26 8.67 2546 -1.09 
Nurses 3 35 95 66 81 27.00 41.27 -1.58 
Public health nurses 3 9 16 ll 13 4.33 18.22 -2.06 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 3 7 7 7 8 2.67 8.84 1.34 
Mental health workers 3 8 10 8 9 3.00 12.79 -1.05 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 3 40 111 79 95 31.67 43.49 -1.54 
Patrol cars 3 40 111 79 95 31.67 43.49 -1.54 
Jail space (sq ft) 107 9,136 26,547 18 ,686 22,843 213.48 73.56 -1.49 
Juvenile holding cells 3 8 11 9 1l 3.67 13.87 0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hr)° 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambu lances 3 9 16 ra 13 4.33 18.22 -2.06 
Emergency medical ' 
technicians 21 63 112 77 91 4.33 18.22 -2.06 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 70 5,897 17,130 12,059 14,739 210.56 73.33 -1.49 
Supply (10° gai/d) 0.1 9.4 27.4 19.3 23.6 209.95 73.33 -1.49 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.1 4.7 13.7 9.7 11.8 215.20 73.33 -1.49 
Treatment (10 gal/d) 0.1 9.4 27.4 19.3 23.6 209.95 73.33 -1.49 


Sewage system 


(10° gal/d) 0.1 1.8 55:3 3.7 4.6 208.38 73.15 -1.50 
Solid waste 
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Table 4.1 (Cont'd) 


Cumulative Average Annual 
; Growth Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Factor® Percent Change 
Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 3 113 323 228 276 92.00 59.66 -1.56 
Libraries 
Books 426 36,534 106,182 74,738 91,362 214.46 73.65 -1.49 
Space (sq ft) 107 9,136 26,547 18 ,686 22,843 213.49 73.56 -1.54 


acomputed as the ratio between 1985 and 2005. 
bundefined. 


“Fire protection measured in water flow (gpm)/duration (hr) cannot be aggregated across the affected 
counties. See Tables 4.22-4.28 for county-specific detail. 


done State of Utah community facility guidelines do not include a solid waste standard. Therefore, an 
estimate of solid waste disposal impacts could not be determined. 


Table 4.1 shows that, unlike total population, the change in school-age 
population and retirement-age population would increase between 1995 and 
2005. School-age population in the region would grow from 41 more than 
baseline in 1985 to 13,255 above the baseline in 2005, while retirement-age 
population would increase from being negligible relative to the baseline in 
1985 to 13,205 above the baseline in 2005. The change in the number of 
households would grow 71.79% annually from 1985 to 1995 but. then decline 2.63% 
annually from 1995 to 2005. 


The change in the school-age population would create a demand for three 
more teachers and classrooms than the baseline in 1985, rising to 534 more 
teachers and classrooms than the baseline in 2005 (Table 4.1). The change in 
housing demands would increase more rapidly for single-family homes than for 
multifamily or mobile homes between 1985 and 1995, but the change in all three 
types of housing would decrease at an annual rate of 2.6% from 1995 to 2005. 


Total regional employment is also projected to grow rapidly over the 
baseline during the 1985-2005 period. In particular, employment would expand 
from 111 additional workers in 1985 to 19,236 in 2005. This 2005 employment 
level is 173 times that projected to be required in 1985. Again, this 
increase would be most dramatic from 1985 to 1995. In this period, total 
employment would rise 72.63% annually; in the next 10 years there would 
actually be a negative change, -3.00% annually. Regional employment growth by 
industrial sector is described in Sec. 4.1.1.1. 


Three more general care hospital beds than the baseline demand are 
projected to be needed in 1985, rising to 111 beds in 1995 and then falling to 
95 beds in 2005. The change in long-term care hospital beds will grow from 
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zero in 1985 to a high of 62 in 2005. In 1985, three more doctors, dentists, 
nurses, public health nurses, clinical psychologists, and mental health 
workers would be needed in addition to the baseline projections. By 2005, the 
changes in the demand for medical personnel would increase to 30 doctors, 26 
dentists, 81 nurses, 13 public health nurses, 8 clinical psychologists, and 9 
mental health workers. All of these additional infrastructure service demands 
would be needed to satisfy the population growth projected to accompany the 
realization of the high commercial development scenario. 


The change in the demand for public safety services would increase at 
varying rates. The greatest increase would occur in jail space, which would 
grow from 107 sq ft more than baseline in 1985 to 22,843 sq ft more than 
baseline in 2005. During the same period the following growth is projected; 
the change in the number of police officers and patrol cars would increase 
from 3 to 95, the change in the number of emergency medical technicians would 
increase from 21 to 91; and the change in the number of juvenile holding cells 
would increase from 3 to ll. In each case, the demand for these services 
would peak in 1995 and decline between 1995 and 2000. 


The change in the utility service demands is projected to increase 
73.3% annually from 1985 to 1995 and then decrease 1.5% annually from 1995 to 
2005. In 2005, water system demands —- in addition to baseline — would total 
14,739 connections to the water system, 23.6 million gallons of water supply 
and treatment per day, and 11.8 million gallons of water storage per day. 
Sewage system demands would total 4.6 million gallons per day. 


The demand for park services would shift from three acres more than 
baseline in 1985 to 323 acres more than baseline in 1995 to 2/76 acres more 
than baseline in 2005. The change in the demand for library books and space 
would increase at an annual rate of 74% between 1985 and 1995 and decrease at 
an annual rate of 1.5% thereafter. A total of 91,362 books and 22,843 sq ft 
of space in addition to baseline would be needed in 2005. 


4.1.1.1 Regional Employment Impacts by Sector 


Table 4.2 shows that the change in regional employment would grow from 
111 in 1985 to 26,086 in 1995. After 1995, the change in employment would 
decrease 3% annually, reaching a total of 19,236 in 2005. The most rapid 
increases in the change in employment between 1985 and 1995 would occur in the 
nonfarm proprietors sector (59.12% annually) and the mining sector (58.91% 
annually). In the 1995 to 2005 period, contract construction employment would 
drop from 12,101 more than baseline to 1,535 more than baseline. Employment 
in the agriculture sector would remain at the baseline level throughout the 20 
year period. Contract construction would account for the greatest portion of 
the total change in employment in 1990 and 1995, followed by mining, 
government, and wholesale and retail trade. Mining would account for just 
less than half of the total change in employment in the region in 2000 and 
2005. Government, wholesale and retail trade, contract construction, nonfarm 
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Table 4.2 Total Regional Employment Impacts by Industrial Sector as 
a Result of the High Commercial Development Scenario® 








Change in Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 _b _b 
Mining 0 F992 . Sel oean 7 O52 9,346 58.91 6.17 
Contract Construction 79 4,268 12,101 1,845 1,535 45.48 -18.66 
Manufacturing 0 57 157 115 142 54.70 -1.00 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Public Utilities 2 141 396 299 370 49.71 -0.68 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 9 817 2,314 1,703 2,100 52.51 -0.97 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 2 119 339 259 321 49.69 -0.54 
Services 5 523. 1,467 =1,138 1,419 52.20 -0.33 
Government 10 889 2,617 2,018 2,571 52.29 -0.18 
Nonfarm Proprietors 6 535 1,561 1,153 1,432 59.12 -0.86 
Total 111 9,341 26,086 16,182 19,236 49.75 -3.00 





“Totals may not add due to rounding. 


bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


proprietors, and services would each have at least 1,000 more employees than 
the baseline projection in 2000 and 2005. 


4.1.1.2 Regional Impact on Total Wage and Personal Income 


The total regional wage and personal income effects of the high 
scenario tar sands projects are presented in Table 4.3. The wage and income 
data are presented by industrial sector and income category. Average monthly 
wages are assumed to have an approximate annual increase of 1.72%, independent 
of the scenario-defined tar sands projects. The number of employees and total 
wage payments would increase as a result of the tar sands developments 
considered and are expressed as a change from the baseline projections. The 
key industrial sectors forecast to grow are briefly discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 


The change in total monthly personal income in the region would grow 
from $0.3 million in 1985 to $75.8 million in 1995. Between 1995 and 2005 the 


———> ——F — i —a 
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Table 4.3 Total Regional Wage and Personal Income Impact 


Projections by Industrial Sector as a Result of the 


High Commercial Development Scenario® 








Compound 
Wages and Employment, by Year Percent Change 
Industrial Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Mining 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 2,157 2,349 2,559 2,787 3,036 172 ee fed 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 0 1,994 5,136 7,653 9,347 -b 6.17 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 0 4,683,906 13,143,024 24,328,911 28,377,492 _b 12.41 
Construction 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 2,625 2,859 3,114 3,367 3,695 Lea2 1.73 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 79 4,255 12,138 1,859 1,550 74.88 -18.60 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 207,375 12,165,045 37,797,732 6,259,253 5,727,250 68.29 -17.20 
Manufacturing 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 893 973 1,060 1,154 1,257 1.73 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 1 61 182 126 155 68.27 -1.59 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 893 59,353 192,920 145,404 194,835 71.18 0.10 
Transportation, Communications, 
and Utilities 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 1,879 2,047 2,296 2,501 2,724 2.02 i572 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 2 151 459 326 400 72.22 1.37 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 3,758 309 ,097 1,053,864 815,326 1,089 ,600 75.70 0.33 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 844 919 1,002 1,091 1,188 1.73 Tole 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 11 860 2,591 1,819 2,230 72.67 -1.49 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 9,284 790,340 2,596,182 1,984,529 2,649.240 75.65 0.20 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 925 1,007 1,097 1,195 1,302 Ay 4 1,73 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 2 127 395 284 349 69.65 -1.23 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 1,850 127,889 433,315 339 , 380 454,398 72357 0.48 
Services 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 767 835 910 991 1,079 172 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 7 567 1,761 1,281 1,578 73.81 -1.09 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 5,369 473,445 1,602,510 1,269,471 1,702,662 76.80 0.61 
Government 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 931 1,014 1,144 1,246 15357 2.08 r./2 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 12 927 2,893 2,138 2,711 73.07 -0.65 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) hy est 2 939,978 3,309,592 2,663,948 3,678,827 76.67 1.06 
Nonfarm Proprietors (NFP) 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 1,230 1,340 1,459 1,590 1,73! 1.72 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 8 563 1,741 1,228 1,516 71.31 -1.37 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 9,840 754,420 2,540,119 1,952,520 2,624,196 74.26 0.33 
Other Labor Income (OLI) 
Average Monthly OLI (1980 $) 106 115 126 137 149 1.74 1.69 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Recipients 118 9,305 27,079 16,722 19,899 72.22 -3.03 
Total OLI (1980 $) 12,508 1,070,075 3,411,954 2,290,914 2,964,951 75-722 =—*,239 


Average Annual 
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Table 4.3 (Cont'd) 
SE NLR aE Nc AM LR aR CL ERS ek OM La) 8 a el 


Average Annual 


Compound 
Wages and Employment, by Year Percent Change 
Industrial Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 


eee 


Average Property Income 


(1980 $) 14) 156 170 185 202 1.89 1.74 
Population 247 18,889 56,900 38 ,652 47,150 72.28 -1.86 
Total Property Income 

(1980 $) 34,827 2,946 ,684 9,673,000 7,150,620 9,524,300 75.54 -0.15 


Total Monthly Personal Income 
(1980 $) 296,876 24,320,232 75,754,212 46,200,276 58,987,751 74.05 -2.47 


Average Monthly Per Capita 
Income (1980 $) 1,202 1,288 1,331 1,195 1,251 1.02 -0.62 - 


_—_—— ee 


@The number of employees by industrial sector presented in this table may not equal the total industrial 
sector employment presented in Table 4.2 because these personal income projections may include communities 
that are not in the critical impact area (i.e., do not satisfy the 5% growth criteria). 


bundef ined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


change will fall to $59.0 million. Wages would account for about 80% of the 
change in total monthly personal income; property income and other labor 
income would account for the other 20%. 


Employees in the construction sector would have the highest change in 
total wage payments in 1985, 1990, and 1995. The construction sector would 
also have the largest change in average monthly wages throughout the 20 year 
period. Employees in the mining sector would have the highest change in total 
wage payments in 2000 and 2005. The change in the average monthly wage in the 
service sector would increase from $767 in 1985 to $1,079 in 2005. In each 
window year, the change in the monthly wage in the service sector would be the 
lowest of any sector. 


4.1.2 County-Level Socioeconomic Impact Analysis 
of the Nine STSA Developments 


The projected impacts on each county of the tar sands projects proposed 
in the high commercial development scenario on each county are described in 


this section. Population, household, economic base, employment, housing, 
public and private infrastructure, and Indian reservation impacts are 
discussed. In each instance, the impacts are expressed in terms of the 


difference between the projections under the baseline scenario and the high 
commercial development scenario. 


es 
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401 2iel Population and Housing Impacts 


Figure 4.1 illustrates the change in population that would occur in 
each county due to the high commercial tar sands development scenario. A 
summary of the population and household impacts in each county is presented in 
Table 4.4. Further detail of the potential population and household impacts 
by community and CCD can be found in Tables 4.5 through 4.11. Only those CCDs 
where significant changes would occur are included separately, but all CCDs 
are included in the county totals presented in this table. All projections 
are presented as a change from the baseline forecast and thus reflect only the 
population and household growth attributable to the development of the high 
commercial scenario projects in the region. 
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Fig. 4.1 Change in County Populations Due to the 
High Commercial Development Scenario 
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Table 4.4 Summary of Population and Household Impact Projections 
by County due to the High Commercial Development Scenario 


ee SSC—sSs 


Retirement- 
Population New Households School-Age Population Age Population 
Change Average Change Average Change Average Change Average 
County and from Annual from Annual from Annual from Annual 
Window Years Baseline 2% Change® Baseline 2 Change® Baseline % Change* Baseline % Change® 


_ CC Oorwwllllll oo  SSSSSSSSSFSSSSSFMESEeee 


Carbon County 


1985 76 > 28 = 15 0 & 
1990 LP 2i7 at s3 4,049 170.42 2,305 173.73 216 -b 
1995 15,503 6.69 5,050 4.52 3,609 9.38 288 5.92 
2000 18,563 3.67 5,525 1.81 4,861 6.14 658 17.97 
2005 25,649 6.68 7,434 6.12 7,385 8.72 867 5.67 
Duchesne County 
1985 0 a 0 Me 0 st 0 : 
1990 798 _b 274 = 160 -b 3 -b 
1995 1,604 14.98 504 12.96 409 20.65 7 18.47 
2000 1,127 -6.82 305 -9.56 357 -2.68 10 7.39 
2005 1,124 -0.05 313 0.52 360 0.17 22 17.08 
Emery County 
1985 12 * 4 - 2 ~ 0 - 
1990 1,891 175.11 683 179.56 389 186.94 36 _b 
1995 10,813 41.73 3,522 38.83 2,517 45.27 201 41.05 
2000 3,913 -18.40 1,165 -19.85 1,025 -16.45 139 “7,11 
2005 4,319 1.99 1,252 1.45 1,244 3.95 146 0.99 
Garfield County 
1985 0 ns 0 rs 0 2 0 mt 
1990 292 ~b - 105 ap 60 =p 6 a 
1995 1,212 32.93 395 30.34 282 36.28 22 29.67 
2000 1,390 2.78 414 0 94 364 5.24 49 17.37 
2005 1,466 1.07 425 0.53 422 3.00 50 0.40 
Grand County 
1985 125 : 45 - 24 A. 0 
1990 2,345 79.74 847 79.86 482 82.21 45 ab 
1995 15,383 45.67 5,011 42.69 3,581 49.35 285 44.65 
2000 7,556 13.25 2,249 -14.81 1,978 -11.19 268 i292 
2005 7,997 1.14 2,318 0.61 2,302 3.08 270 0.15 
Uintah County 
1985 0 u 0 = 0 & 0 * 
1990 1,565 _b 538 -b 314 _b 5 -b 
1995 3,062 14.37 963 12.35 781 19.99 13 21.06 
2000 2,040 -7.81 553 -10.50 646 ~3.72 18 6.72 
2005 2,033 -0.07 566 0.47 651 0.15 39 16.72 
Wayne County 
1985 0 . 0 - 0 - 0 ~ 
1990 159 ~b 57 _ 33 aa 3 = 
1995 5,514 103.24 1,796 99.38 1,284 107.97 102 102.44 
2000 2,780 12.80 697.) ~14.37 728 -10.73 99 -0.60 
2005 3,093 2516 897 1.64 891 4.12 105 1.18 


3computed as Average Annual Compound Percent Change from Previous Window Year. 
bUndefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.5 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Carbon County - High Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year? 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





East Carbon Census 
County Division (CCD) 


East Carbon CCD Total 


Population 19 3,138 4,036 5,283 7,391 

Households 7 Ly i33 1,315 1,57Z 2,142 
East Carbon 

Population 14 pe YI 2,987 3,909 5,469 

Households 5 838 973 1,163 1,585 
Sunnyside : 

Population 5 816 1,049 1,374 L822 

Households 2 295 342 409 557 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 


Helper Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Helper CCD Total 


Population 7 937 1,072 1,171 1,548 

Households 3 338 349 349 449 
Helper 

Population 4 562 643 703 929 

Households 2 203 209 209 269 
Scofield 

Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 3 375 429 468 619 

Households 1 135 140 140 180 


Price Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Price CCD Total 
Population 49 7,142 10,396 12,108 16,711 
Households 18 2,578 3,386 3,604 4,844 
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Table 4.5 (Cont'd) 


Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


Price Census County 
Division (CCD) (Cont'd) 


Price 

Population 32 4,642 6,757 7,870 10,862 

Households 12 1,676 2,201 2,343 3,149 
Wellington 

Population 9 1,286 1,871 2,179 3,008 

Households SI 464 609 649 872 
Hiawatha 

Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 8 1,214 1,767 2,058 2,841 

Households 3 438 576 613 823 


40nly those census county divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.4). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


Carbon County 


Carbon County is forecast to experience the greatest growth in 
population within the region under the high commercial development scenario. 
By 2005, the population in Carbon County would be 25,649 more than the 
baseline population in the same year. Most of this growth would take place 
between 1985 and 1990, when the increase is expected to be 171.53% annually. 
After 1990, the annual increases would be less than 7%. The data in Table 4.4 
illustrate that similar increases would occur in the number of new households 
and in the school-age population. The change in retirement-age population 
would grow from zero in 1985 to 867 in 2005. 
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Table 4.6 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Duchesne County - High Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 


Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


ne 


Duchesne Census 


County Division (CCD) 
Duchesne CCD Total 


Population 0 129 228 249 248 

Households 0 44 72 67 69 
Duchesne 

Population 0 129 228 249 248 

Households 0 44 72 67 69 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 


Roosevelt Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Roosevelt CCD Total 


Population 0 669 1,376 878 876 

Households 0 230 433 238 244 
Roosevelt 

Population 0 401 826 527 526 

Households 0 138 260 143 146 
Myton 

Population 0 20 41 26 26 

Households 0 rs 13 7 7 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 248 509 325 324 
Households 0 85 160 88 90 * 


Se ear a ee es ee 


20nly those census county divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.4). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.7 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Emery County —- High Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline nopule. top 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 L995 2000 2005 





Castle Dale-Huntington Census 
County Division (CCD) 


Castle Dale-Huntington 


CCD Total 
Population 8 1,178 3,658 752 2,287 
Households 3 425 P1392 521 663 
Castle Dale 
Population i 412 1,280 613 800 
Households 1 149 417 182 232 
Cleveland 
Population 0 71 219 105 137 
Households 0 26 2 aa 40 
Elmo 
Population 0 47 146 70 91 
Households 0 17 48 21 ra f 
Huntington 
Population ra 295 915 438 572 
Households 1 106 298 130 166 
Orangeville 
Population 2 295 915 438 572 
Households 1 106 298 130 166 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 59 183 88 - 114 
Households 0 21 60 26 33. 
Emery-Ferron Census 
County Division (CCD) 
Emery-Ferron CCD Total 
Population 0 77 P22 244 260 
Households 0 28 397 73 75 
Clawson 


Population 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 4.7 (Cont'd) 





Change from Baseline Population 


and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 





Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Emery-Ferron Census Count 
Division (CCD) (Cont'd) 
Emery 
Population 0 19 305 61 65 
Households 0 7 99 18 19 
Ferron 
Population 0 58 915 183 195 
Households 0 21 298 55 56 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 


Green River Census 


County Division (CCD) 


Green River CCD Total 
Population & 635 5,935 V917 1,771 
Households 229 1933 571 yi 


— 


Green River 


Population 3 546 5,104 1,649 1,523 

Households 1 197 1 ,662 491 441 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 1 89 831 268 248 

Households 0 32 271 80 fa 





20nly those census county divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.4). 


bTotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.8 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Garfield County - High Commercial Development Scenario? 


Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Escalante Census Count 
Division (CCD) 
Escalante CCD Total 
Population 0 292 to2i2 1,390 1,466 
Households 0 105 395 414 425 
Boulder 
Population 0 29 121 139 147 
Households 0 ll 40 4i 43 
Escalante 
Population 0 263 1,091 1,251 L3t9 
Households 0 95 356 373 383 
Unincorporated Areas | 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 


20nly those census county divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.4). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 


Office (June 1983). 


Table 4.5 identifies that the most rapid growth would be in the East 
Carbon CCD, where the change in population would increase from 19 over the 
baseline in 1985 to 7,391 in 2005. The cities of East Carbon and Sunnyside 
would account for all of the growth in the CCD, with most of this growth 
taking place between 1985 and 1990. There would be no change in the 
population of the unincorporated areas in the East Carbon CCD. The largest 


change in the 
in population 
2005. Most 


county is expected to occur in the Price CCD, where the change 
would jump from 49 over the baseline in 1985 to 16,711 in 
of this change in population would occur in Price, while 


Wellington and the unincorporated areas would account for equal, but lesser, 


portions of the change. 


rates than, 


the rest of the county. 


The Helper CCD would change less than, and at slower 
The change in population due to the 
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Table 4.9 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Grand County - High Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Thompson Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Thompson CCD Total 
Population 123 2,259 14,874 7,258 7,643 
Households 45 816 4,845 2,160 27215 


20nly those census county divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.4). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


scenario-defined tar sands projects is projected to reach 929 and 619, in 
Helper and the unincorporated areas, respectively, in 2005. No population 
change is forecast to occur in Scofield. Throughout the county, the change in 
households would closely reflect the change in population. 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County would experience the smallest change from the baseline 
population and new households of any county in the region, due to the high 
commercial development scenario. There would be no change in population in 
the county in 1985. The change in population would increase 14.98% annually 
between 1990 and 1995, but it would decline thereafter. Similarly, the change 
in new households would reach 504 in 1995 and drop to 313 in 2005, while the 
change in school-age population would reach 409 in 1995 and drop to 360 in 
2005. The change in retirement-age population would total only 22 by 2005. 


Most of the projected population and household change in the county 
would take place in the Roosevelt CCD. In 2005, the population of the city of 
Roosevelt would be 876 greater than the baseline, the population of the 
unincorporated areas would be 324 greater than the baseline, and the popula- 
tion of Myton would be 26 greater than the baseline. The change in the 
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Table 4.10 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Uintah County - High Commercial Development Scenario® 


nn nnn EEE E nEEEEnE In nDESS SRI inns eI 


Change from Baseline Popriapien 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


a 


Uintah—-Ouray Census 
County Division (CCD) 


Uintah-Ouray CCD Total 


Population 0 497 841 661 660 
Households 0 171 264 179 184 
Ballard 
Population 0 199 336 264 264 
Households 0 68 106 fed 74 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 298 505 397 396 
Households 0 103 158 107 110 
Vernal Census County 
Division (CCD) 
Vernal CCD Total 
Population 0 1,068 Ze 2auk 1,379 1,373 
Households 0 367 698 374 382 
Vernal 
Population 0 534 Te hit 690 687 
Households 0 184 349 187 191 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 534 betil 690 687 
Households 0 184 349 187 191 


a 


4Only those census county divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.4). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


——TF 
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Table 4.11 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Wayne County - High Commercial Development Scenario# 





Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Hanksville Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Hanksville CCD Total 
Population 0 159 5,514 2,780 3,093 
Households 0 57 1,796 827 897 





20nly those census county divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.4). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


population of the Duchesne CCD would grow at a slightly faster rate, 
increasing from 129 in 1990 to 248 in 2005. All of this change would occur in 
the city of Duchesne; no change would occur in the unincorporated areas of the 
CCD. The change in the number of households would increase from zero in both 
CCDs to 244 in the Roosevelt CCD and 69 in the Duchesne CCD in 2005. 


Emery County 


The change in population (over the baseline) in Emery County would rise 
sharply between 1985 and 1995, but it would decline almost as sharply between 
1995 and 2000. By 2005, Emery County would have 4,319 more people than in the 
baseline population projections. Similar fluctuations would occur in new 
households, school-age population, and retirement-age population. The change 
in school-age population would increase more rapidly than the number of 
households, such that while the change in the number of households would be 
1,005 greater than the change in school-age population in 1995, the difference 
in 2005 would be eight (see Table 4.4). 


The largest change in population and households within Emery County 
would occur in the Castle Dale-Huntington CCD. The change in population in 
the CCD would grow from 8 in 1985 to 3,658 in 1995, and then drop to 2,287 in 
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2005. Castle Dale, Huntington, and Orangeville would have 800, 572, and 572, 
more people in 2005, respectively, than in the baseline projections. The 
change in population in the Green River CCD would fluctuate from 4 in 1985 to 
5,935 in 1995 to 1,771 in 2005. Most of this change would occur in Green 
River, although the unincorporated areas would be affected as _ well. 
Similarly, the change in the population of the Emery-Ferron CCD would grow 
from zero in 1985 to 1,220 in 1990, and then decrease to 260 in 2005. Most of 
the change would occur in Ferron, somewhat less change would occur in Emery, 
and no change would occur in Clawson or the unincorporated areas of the CCD. 


Garfield County 


The projected change in the population of Garfield County due to the 
high scenario tar sands projects would increase from zero in 1985 to 1,466 in 
2005. Most of this growth would occur by 1995, with annual increases of less 
than 3% thereafter. The change in new households would be slower than the 
change in population, but the change in school-age population would be more 
rapid than the change in total population. Retirement~age population would 
increase from equal to the baseline projection in 1985 to 50 more than the 
baseline projection in 2005. 


All of the projected changes in population and households above the 
baseline levels in Garfield County are expected to occur in the Escalante 
CCD. About 90% of the change would be in Escalante, 10% would be in Boulder, 
and there would be no change in the unincorporated areas of the CCD. 


Grand County 


Through 1995, the change in Grand County population due to the tar 
sands projects of the high commercial scenario would be about the greatest in 
the region. This is illustrated in Table 4.4. After reaching a peak of 
15,383 more people than the baseline projection in 1995, the change in 
population would drop 13.25% annually between 1995 and 2000. The change in 
new households would closely reflect the change in population, while the 
change in the school-age population would remain at a somewhat higher rate 
than the change in total population. The change in the number of households 
would first rise from 45 in 1985 to 5,011 in 1995 and then fall to 20318).in 
2005. A retirement-age population would increase from zero in 1985 to 285 in 
1995, declining slightly to 270 in 2005. 


All of the population and household changes in Grand County are 
expected to occur in the Thompson CCD. Table 4.9 identifies the changes over 
the baseline projects by year. It is presumed that since there are no 
incorporated areas within the Thompson CCD, a new population center would 
evolve. The exact location in the CCD is not known. 
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Uintah County 


Table 4.4 indicates that the change in scenario-generated population 
within Uintah County would increase from zero in 1985 to 3,062 in 1995, but 
would then decrease to 2,033 in 2005. The change in the number of households 
over the baseline would be about 550 in 1990, 2000, and 2005. In 1985, there 
would be no change in the number of households, while in 1995, the change 
would be 963. The change in school-age population would increase more rapidly 
than the change in total population throughout the 20 year period. There 
would be no difference between the baseline projection and the high develop- 
ment scenario projection of retirement-age population in 1985, but the change 
in retirement-age population would total 39 in 2005. 


The largest change in population from the high commercial development 
scenario would occur in the Vernal CCD (see Table 4.10). The change in 
population in the CCD would increase from 1,068 in 1990 to 1,373 in 2005, and 
the change in households would increase from 367 in 1990 to 382 in 2005. This 
growth would be divided equally between Vernal and the unincorporated areas of 
the CCD. In the Uintah Ouray CCD, the change in population would increase 
from 497 in 1990 to 660 in 2005. Somewhat more of this growth would be in the 
unincorporated areas of the CCD than in Ballard. 


Wayne County 


The change in population in Wayne County is projected to increase from 
zero in 1985 to 5,514 in 1995, at which point it would decline to 3,093 in 
2005. Table 4.4 indicates that, between 1990 and 1995, the change in 
population would grow 103.24% annually. Although there would be slight 
differences, the changes in households, school-age population, and retirement- 
age population would closely reflect the change in total population. In 2005, 
the school-age population and the retirement-age population would account for 
996 of the total 3,093 increase from the baseline projection. 


All of the changes in Wayne County are expected to occur in the 
Hanksville CCD. The city of Hanksville is the only population center, 
although unincorporated, within the CCD. Table 4.11 identifies the population 
and household projections for the Hanksville CCD. This population and 
household growth could be absorbed by the city of Hanksville or induce the 
development of another population center within the CCD. If the city of 
Hanksville would incur this level of growth, its existing social, economic and 
community structure would likely be altered significantly. 


4.1.2.2 Economic Base and Employment Impacts 


This section describes the potential changes to the economic base of 
the seven counties likely to be affected by the development of the tar sands 
projects, proposed in the high commercial development scenario. Employment 
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growth by sector and county is assessed together with the projections of total 
personal income and per capita income. As stated previously, the employment 
effects of the high commercial tar sands development scenario are presented 
herein as a change from the baseline conditions. 


Total Employment Impacts by County 


All seven counties are forecast to realize some increase in total 
employment over the projected baseline employment levels; particular counties 
are forecast to realize a continuous increase in employment throughout the 
study period, while five counties are projected to grow through 1995 before 
declining. 


Carbon and Grand counties would experience particularly rapid 
employment growth in the 1985-1995 time frame; their annual growth rate would 
be 68.71% and 61.04%, respectively. Besides a large percentage growth, the 
actual level of employment in these two counties from the development of the 
high scenario projects is also large. This is evidenced by the fact that 
employment in Carbon County is projected to be 7,848 above the baseline in 
1995, while in Grand County employment would be 8,092 above the baseline. 
Only Carbon County is expected to realize employment growth through the year 
2005, with 11,550 more workers than that projected under the baseline 
conditions. Garfield County is the only other county expected to realize 
employment growth throughout the period; 611 workers above the baseline are 
projected in 2005. 


Five counties are forecast to have no additional employment due to the 
high scenario tar sands projects in 1985, but expand substantially between 
1985 and 1995. Duchesne County is expected to have 350 additional workers in 
1995, Emery County 3,209, Garfield County 557, Uintah County 1,823, and Wayne 
County 4,207. Each of these counties but Garfield County, however, are 
projected to realize a decrease in employment levels between 1995 and 2005. 
This is shown in Table 4.12. 


Figure 4.2 graphically illustrates these county employment trends. 
This figure illustrates that Carbon County is expected to absorb the greatest 
amount of employment growth. The largest tar sand development included in the 
high scenario projects -- Sunnyside STSA -- is located within Carbon County, 
thereby precipitating this employment growth. Employment in the region as a 
whole would rise from 111 above the baseline in 1985 to a level of 19,237 
greater in 2005. This represents a 72.63% annual growth rate in the 1985-1995 
period followed by a negative 3.00% rate of change in the 1995-2005 time 
frame. Carbon County would compose around 60% of the regional employment 
growth in 2005. 
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Table 4.12 Summary of Total Employment Growth by County Resulting 
from the High Commercial Development Scenario® 


a ee nen ircnnnsssisemvninsanscavcaemaseselndnnchsghedimm 


Change in Employment, by Year Average Annual Compound 
(No. of Workers) Percent Change 

County 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Carbon County 42 6,184 7,848 8,633 11,550 68.71 3.94 
Duchesne County 0 191 350 283 283 -b ~2.10 
Emery County 0. 376 = 3,209 876 963 ~b ~11.33 
Garfield County 0 144 557 593 611 > 0.93 
Grand County 69 1,273 8,092 3,228 3,334 61.04 -8.49 
Uintah County Oe t,03407 1,823 \1,008  \ 1,007 -b -5.76 
Wayne County 0 i267 &,207 F560“ 4,489 =P -9.87 
Total 111 9,326 26,086 16,181 19,237 72.63 -3.00 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bUndefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office 
(June 1983). 


Employment Impacts by Industrial Sector 


A description of the employment impacts by industrial sector is 
presented in Tables 4.13 through 4.19. A discussion of each county impact is 
presented below. 


Carbon County 


Carbon County would have the most rapid growth in additional employment 
within the region. The change in Carbon County employment would increase 
68.71% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 3.94% annually from 1995 to 2005. 
Carbon County is one of two counties that would realize increases in the 
change from baseline employment between 1995 and 2000. The change in 
employment in the county would total 11,550 in 2005, more than three times the 
change of any other county in the region. 


While the greatest absolute employment change would occur in the 
contract construction sector in 1985 and 1990, the greatest employment change 
in 1995, 2000, and 2005 would occur in mining (see Table 4.13). Forty-five 
percent of the change from baseline employment in 2005 would be in the mining 
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Fig. 4.2 Change in County Employment Levels Due to 
the High Commercial Development Scenario 


sector, with government, contract construction, and wholesale and retail trade 
accounting for another 36%. There would be no change in agriculture. 
Employment in all sectors, except mining and agriculture, would change at 
about the same percentage rate between 1995 and 2005. 


Duchesne County 


After 1990, the change from baseline employment in Duchesne County 
would be the lowest in the region. The change in employment would increase 
from zero in 1985 to 350 in 1995, but would then decrease to 283 in 2000 and 
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Table 4.13 Changes in Carbon County Employment ie hi from the 
High Commercial Development Scenario? 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 b me 
Mining eride470): 2,503 3,719 $.153 -b 7e1l 
Contract Construction 28 2,671 1,927 1,246 1,321 52.68 -3.71 
Manufacturing 0 39 63 66 90 -b 3.63 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 1 89 141 158 216 64.03 4.36 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 4 531 817 911 1,254 70.22 4.38 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 1 82 137 149 204 63.56 4.06 
Services 2 359 617 671 921 77.239 4.09 
Government 5 583 1,018 1,095 1,537 70.17 4.21 
Nonfarm Proprietors 2 358 535 619 854 74.88 4.79 
Total : 42 6,184 7,848 8,633 11,550 68.71 3.94 





*Totals may not add due to rounding. 


bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


2005. Table 4.14 shows that this change would be distributed among several 
sectors. Contract construction would have the greatest change in 1990, while 
government would have the greatest change in 1995, 2000, and 2005. The change 
in mining employment would remain constant between 1995 and 2005, but the 
change in all other sectors (except agriculture) would decrease during the 
same period. There would be no change in employment in agriculture throughout 
the 20 year period. 


Emery County 


In Emery County, the change in employment would both increase rapidly 
and decrease rapidly during the 20 year period. The change in employment 
would first jump from zero in 1985 to 3,209 in 1995 as illustrated in Table 
4.15. It would decrease to 963 in 2005 (11.34% annually between 1995 and 
2005). In 1990 and 1995, the greatest change would be in contract 
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Table 4.14 Changes in Duchesne County Employment Resulting from the 
High Commercial Development Scenario* 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 ~b a 
Mining 0 0 65 65 65 _b 0.00 
Contract Construction 0 58 16 12 12 _b -2.84 
Manufacturing 0 4 7 5 5 -b -3.31 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 0 6 12 9 9 -b -2.84 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 43 83 62 61 -b -3.03 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 0 6 il 8 8 -b -3.13 
Services 0 20 40 30 30 _b -2.84 
Government 0 41 90 74 74 -b -1.94 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 13 25 19 19. -b -2.71 
Total 0 191 350 283 283 _b -2.10 





®8Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


construction, which would account for almost half of the total change in 
employment in 1995. The greatest change in 2000 and 2005 would be in mining, 
with the change in government sector employment only slightly less. Between 
1995 and 2005, the decrease in the change in employment would range from 0.16% 
annually in mining to 29.46% annually in contract construction. There would 
be no change in employment in agriculture between 1985 and 2005. 


Garfield County 


Table 4.16 identifies that the change in Garfield County employment 
from the baseline would grow at a decreasing rate between 1985 and 2005. 
After 1990, the change in employment in Garfield County would be the second 
lowest in the region, totaling 611 in 2005. One sector would dominate the 
change in each 10 year period. In 1990, contract construction would account 
for 72% of the total change in employment. In 1995 through 2005, mining would 


197 


Table 4.15 Changes in Emery County Employment Resulting from the 
High Commercial Development Scenario? 


ee eeesesSsSh 


Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
iets, Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
eee eee eee eee 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 _b _b 
Mining ; 0 21 248 244 244 a -0.16 
Contract Construction 0 88 1,507 41 46 ab -29.46 
Manufacturing 0 4 21 8 9 -b -8.12 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 0 17 74 34 40 -b -5.97 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 - 70 388 151 167 _b -8.08 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 0 8 45 18 19 _b -8.26 
Services 0 34 200 79 87 -b -7.99 
Government 0 73 417 174 207 -b -6.76 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 61 309 127 144 -b -7.35 
Total 0 376 3,209 876 963 -b -11.34 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bUndefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


account for about 60% of the total change- There would be no change in 
employment in the agriculture sector, and the projected change in manu- 
facturing employment would only total four by the year 2005. 


Grand County 


The change in employment in Grand County would shift considerably 
between 1985 and 2005. Between 1985 and 1995, the change in employment would 
jump from 69 to 8,092. In most employment sectors the annual growth rate 
would be around 60% during this 10 year period. In both 1985 and 1995 the 
change in employment would be the largest in the region. After 1995, however, 


the change in employment in the county would decrease 8.49% annually (see 
Table al Tein 


First contract construction and then mining would comprise about 60% of 
the change in employment in the county. The change in employment would be 
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Table 4.16 Changes in Garfield County Employment Resulting from the 
High Commercial Development Scenario® 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 _b _b 
Mining 0 0 360 360 361 ab 0.03 
Contract Construction 0 103 13 15 16 ub 2.10 
Manufacturing 0 1 4 4 4 -b 0.00 
Transportation, Communication, b 
and Utilities 0 Z 9 11 11 = 0.20 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 12 51 59 62 -b 1.97 
Finance, Insurance, and b 
Real Estate 0 2 8 9 10 - 2.26 
Services 0 : 29 34 36 a 2.19 
Government 0 10 47 59 66 -b 3.45 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 8 37 42 44 -b 1.75 
Total 0 144 557 593 611 - 0.93 





®8Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


greatest for contract construction in 1985, 1990, and 1995 and for mining in 
2000 and 2005. Mining is the only sector that would realize increases in the 
change from baseline employment between 1995 and 2005. Contract construction 
would experience a 33.27% decline. There would be no change in agricultural 
employment. 


Uintah County 


In Uintah County, the change in employment would be slightly more than 
1,000 in 1990, 2000, and 2005. Table 4.18 indicates that the highest and 
lowest changes would occur in 1995 and 1985, respectively, totaling zero in 
1985 and 1,823 in 1995. Contract construction and mining would experience the 
greatest change in 1990 and 1995. Mining would account for 65% of the total 
change in employment in the county in 2000 and 2005. All sectors but mining 
are projected to realize a decrease in employment demands from the scenario 
between 1995 and 2005. 
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Table 4.17 Changes in Grand County Employment Resulting from the 
High Commercial Development Scenario* 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 _b -b 
Mining 0 101 876 1,903 1,903 -b 8.07 
Contract Construction 51 831 4,852 80 85 57.70 -33.27 
Manufacturing 0 6 40 20 21 -5 6.24 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 1 15 99 51 55 58.33 -5.71 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 5 100 643 330 351 62.53 -5.87 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 1 13 88 46 49 56.48 -5.69 
Services | “) 55 363 190 202 61.54 -5.69 
Government 5 100 674 372 419 63.29 -4.64 
Nonfarm Proprietors 4 70 457 236 250 60.61 -5.85 
Total 69 1,291 8,092 3,228 3,334 61.04 -8.49 





“Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bUndefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Wayne County 


The change in Wayne County employment is projected to grow from zero in 
1985 to 4,207 in 1995, after which it is expected to drop to 1,489 in 2005 
(see Table 4.19). In 1990 and 1995, about three-fourths of the change in 
employment would be in the contract construction sector. Mining would have 
the largest part of the change in employment baseline in 2000 and 2005. 
Wholesale and retail trade and government employment would be at least 100 
workers more than baseline in 1995, 2000, and 2005. 


Personal Income Impact Projections 


The total personal income projections by county are presented in Table 
4.20. These projections are based upon a forecast of per capita income and 
population growth. Per capita income for the years 1985-2005 was derived by 
aggregating the average monthly wage levels by industrial sector and assuming 
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Table 4.18 Changes in Uintah County Employment Resulting from the 
High Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 _b -b 
Mining 0 400 641 660 660 _b 0.30 
Contract Construction 0 416 731 22 22 -b ~29.55 
Manufacturing 0 3 6 4 4 ~b -3.97 
Transportation, Communication, b 
and Utilities 0 11 21 15 15 ~ -3.31 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 55 110 74 74 _b -3.89 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 0 7 15 10 10 -b -3.97 
Services 0 46 94 67 67 -5 -3.33 
Government 0 76 165 128 128 -b -2.51 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 20 40 2. 27 _b -3.85 
Total Oo 1,036 1,823... . 1,008: 1,007 _D -5.76 





“Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


that (1) the personal income component would remain at the same proportion as 
the national level and (2) the average annual rate of growth would remain 
constant. See Appendix A for a detailed description of the methodology. 


The per capita income levels for the region are shown in the first line 
of Table 4.20. Per capita income is projected to increase from $14,424 in 
1985 to $15,972 in 1995 but then decrease to $15,012 in 2005. The annual rate 
of increase in the first 10 years would be 1.02%, with a -0.62% decline in the 
final 10 years. 


The change in total personal income in Carbon County would increase 
from $1.1 million in 1985 to $385.04 million in 2005. This change would grow 
at a rate of 71.88% annually from 1985 to 1995 and 4.51% annually from 1995 to 
2005. From 1990 through 2005 the change in personal income in the county 
would be the greatest in the region. 
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Table 4.19 Changes in Wayne County Employment Resulting from the 
High Commercial Development Scenario® 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 ~b = 4 
Mining 0 0 351 701 960 -b 10.59 
Contract Construction 0 101 3,055 429 33 -b -36.42 
Manufacturing 0 0 16 8 9 -b -5.59 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 0 1 40 21 24 ~b -4.98 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 6 Sp lb 116 131 -b -5.14 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 0 1 35 19 21 _b -4.98 
Services 0 3 124 67 76 _b -4.78 
Government 0 6 206 116 140 _b -3.79 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 5 158 83 94 -b -5.06 
Total 0 124 4,207 1,560 1,489 -b -9.87 


“Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


In Duchesne County the change in total personal income would fluctuate 
from zero in 1985 to $25.62 million in 1995 to $16.87 million in 2005. In 
2000 and 2005 this change would be the lowest in the region. The decrease in 
the percentage change in total personal income (attributable to the high 
commercial scenario) between 1995 and 2005 would be slightly greater than the 
decline in population. 


The change in total personal income in Emery County would increase from 
$0.17 million in 1985 to $64.84 million in 2005. It would reach a peak of 
$172.71 million in 1995 but would decline 9.33% annually from 1995 to 2005. 


Garfield County has one of the lowest projections of total personal 
income. The change in total personal income would increase from zero in 1985 
to $22.01 million in 2005. Garfield County is one of only two counties where 
change in the total personal income would grow between 1995 and 2005. 
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Table 4.20 Total Personal Income and Per Capita Income Projections 
by County - High Commercial Development Scenario 





Average Annual 








Income and Population, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County Population 
and Income Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 

Per Capita Income 14,424 15,456 15,972 14,340 15,012 1.02 -0.62 

Change from Baseline, 

Carbon County 
Population 76 11 Z2T7 15,503 18 ,563 25,649 70.20 5.16 
Total Personal _ Income 

(1980 $ x 10°) 1.10 Liseod 247.61 266.19 385.04 71.88 4.51 

Change from Baseline, 

Duchesne County 
Population 0 798 1,604 1127 1,124 -3 -3,49 
Total Personal, Income 

(1980 $ x 10°) 0 12.33 25.62 16.16 16.87 -4 -4.09 

Change from Baseline, 

Emery County 
Population Bed 1,891 10,813 3,913 4,319 97.46 -8.77 
Total Personal, Income 

(1980 $ x 10°) 0.17 29.23 W207 2 56.11 64.84 99.84 -9.33 

Change from Baseline, 

Garfield County 
Population 0 292 1202 1,390 1,466 -4 1.92 
Total Personal , Income 

(1980 $ x 10°) 0 S51 19.36 1993s? OF -a 1.29 

Change from Baseline, 

Grand County 
Population 125 2,345 15,383 7,556 7,997 61.81 -6.33 
Total Personal Income 

(1980 $ x 10°) 1.80, 36.24 245.70 108.35 120.05 63.50 -6.91 

Change from Baseline, 

Uintah County ; 
Population 0 1,565 3,062 2,040 2,092 -4 -4.01 
Total Personal. Income 

(1980 $ x 10°) 0 24.19 48.91 29.25 30.52 -4 -4.61 

Change from Baseline, 

Wayne County 
Population 0 159 5,514 2,780 3,093 -4 -5.62 
Total Personal, Income 

(1980 $ x 10°) 0 2.46... 88.07 39.87 46.43 8 ~6.20 

Undefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


| 
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In 1985, the change in personal income of $1.80 million in Grand County 
would be the largest in the region. In 1990 through 2005, the change would be 
the second largest in the region. The change in personal income would peak at 
$245.70 million in 1995 and decline to $120.05 million in 2005. 


Total personal income in Uintah County would increase from equal to the 
baseline in 1985 to $48.91 million above the baseline in 1995. Between 1995 
and 2005, the change in total personal income would decrease 4.61% annually. 
This decline would be slightly more rapid than the decrease in population in 
the county. 


In Wayne County, total personal income would shift from equal to the 
baseline in 1985 to $88.07 million above the baseline in 1995 to $46.43 
million above the baseline in 2005. The growth in the change in personal 
income between 1990 and 1995 would be the greatest in the region. In the 
period from 1995 to 2005, the change in employment would decline 6.20% 
annually — somewhat more rapidly than the decline in population. 


4.1.2.3 Public and Private Infrastructure Effects 


The projected effects on the public and private infrastructure in the 
region are described in this section. The rate of change in infrastructure 
demands is addressed first, and a discussion of the magnitude of the impacts 
follows. Housing, education, health care, public safety, and utility services 
are included in the analysis. 


Rate of Change in Infrastructure Demands 


Table 4.21 identifies the growth in the projected change in infra- 
structure demands between 1985 and 2005, due to the realization of the high 
commercial development scenario. The change is expressed as a cumulative 
growth factor rather than percent change because, in many instances, the 
demand in 2005 would be many times greater (sometimes several thousand 
percent) than the demand in 1985. The projected change in demand for housing 
is presented in more detail in Appendix C - Table C.1, which includes CCD and 
community data. 


Carbon County is projected to have the greatest increase in the demand 
for housing in the region. Between 1985 and 2005, housing demand would grow 
by factors of 262 for single-family units, 223 for multifamily units, and 266 
for mobile homes. The most rapid increase in the county would occur in the 
Price CCD, where the change in demand would be as much as 264 times greater 
for single-family units in 2005 than in 1985. The city of Price would have 
the largest increase, but the change in housing demand in Wellington and the 
unincorporated areas would grow only slightly less rapidly. The change in 
housing demand between 1985 and 2005 in the East Carbon and Helper CCDs would 
increase by factors ranging from 68 (for multifamily units in the Helper CCD) 
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Table 4.21 Infrastructure Service Demand Growth Factors 
Precipitated by the Tar Sands Projects of the High 
Commercial Development Scenario 


Te 


Cumulative Growth Factors, 1985-20052?” 


Infrastructure Category Carbon County Emery County Grand County 


a 


Housing Units 


Single family 262 251 a2 

Multifamily 223 188 50 

Mobile homes 266 313 48 
Education 

Students 492 622 96 

Classrooms 296 50 93 

Teachers 296 50 93 


Health Care 
Hospital beds 


General care 52 9 16 
Long-term care _b —b m 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 16 3 5 
Dentists 13 3 4 
Nurses 44 8 14 
Public health nurses 6 1 2 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 2 1 1 
Mental health workers 3 1 1 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 52 9 16 
Patrol cars 52 9 16 
Jail floor space 338 360 +63 
Juvenile holding cells 4 1 2 
Fire Protection 
Water flow 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 6 i! p. 
Emergency medical 
technicians 6 1 2 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 331 349 63 
Supply capacity 322 407 63 
Storage capacity 345 407 63 


Treatment capacity ova 407 63 


205 


Table 4.21 (Cont'd) 





Cumulative Growth Factors, 1985-20052»> 


Infrastructure Category Carbon County Emery County Grand County 





Utility Service Demands (Cont'd) 
Sewage system (10° gal) 312 158 63 
Solid waste 


Other Services 


Parks (land area) 154 26 48 
Libraries 
Books uh 360 64 
Floor space 338 360 63 





@Computed as the ratio between 1985 and 2005. 


Dcrowth factors for Duchesne, Garfield, Uintah, and Wayne counties were 
undefined. 


to 268 (for mobile homes in the East Carbon CCD). In the city of East Carbon, 
the change in demand for single unit housing would be 317 times greater in 
2005 than in 1985. 


The change in housing demand in Duchesne County would not vary much 
between 1985 and 2005. Most of the change would be concentrated in the 
Roosevelt CCD, especially in the city of Roosevelt and the unincorporated 
areas of the CCD. The demand for single-unit housing would increase from 27 
units above the baseline in 1980 to 44 above baseline in 1995, but there would 
be little change thereafter. All of the change in the Duchesne CCD would 
occur in the city of Duchesne CCD; housing demand would remain at baseline 
levels in the unincorporated areas. 


In Emery County, the change in housing demands would increase by 
factors of 251 for single-family units, 188 for multifamily units, and 313 for 
mobile homes between 1985 and 2005. The Castle Dale-Huntington CCD and the 
Green River CCD would absorb most of the increase. Single-unit housing demand 
in Green River would jump from one more than baseline in 1985 to 1,000 more 
than baseline in 1995 to 265 more than baseline in 2005. The change in the 
Castle Dale-Huntington CCD would center in Castle Dale, Huntington, and 
Orangeville. The demand for housing in the Emery-Ferron CCD would be less 
than 50 for each type of unit, with Ferron accounting for most of this change. 
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The change in the demand for single-unit housing in Garfield County 
would grow from 65 in 1990 to 255 in 2005. Almost all of this change would 
occur in the Escalante CCD. Escalante would account for about 90% of the 
increase in housing demand in the county, Boulder would account for about 102, 
and there would be no change in the unincorporated areas. 


In Grand County, the change in housing demand would be about 50 times 
greater in 2005 than in 1985. Housing demand in the Thompson CCD, where 
almost all of the growth would occur, would increase for single-family units 
from 27 above baseline in 1985 to 1,320 above baseline in 2005, down from a 
peak of 2,907 above the baseline in 1995. Multifamily unit and mobile home 
demand would increase at slightly slower rates. 


Over two-thirds of the change in housing demand in Uintah County would 
take place in the Vernal CCD. The change in demand in the Vernal CCD would be 
divided equally between Vernal and the unincorporated areas. In Vernal, the 
change in demand for miltifamily units would fluctuate from 28 above the 
baseline in 1985 to 53 in 1995 to 29 in 2005. Similar shifts would occur in 
the other communities in the county. The unincorporated areas would account 
for about 60% of the change in housing demand in the Uintah Ouray CCD, while 
Ballard would account for 402. 


Between 1990 and 2005, the change in housing demand in Wayne County 
would increase by a factor of 15. The change in demand for single unit 
housing would increase from zero in 1985 to 1,078 in 1995 before leveling off 
at 539 in 2005. All of the housing demand caused by the high commercial 
scenario developments in Wayne County would occur in the Hanksville CCD. 


Education is projected to increase the most rapidly of any infra- 
structure category due to the high commercial scenario developments. The 
change in the number of students between 1985 and 2005 would increase by as 
much as a factor of 622 in Emery County, while the change in the number of 
classrooms and teachers would increase by as much as a factor of 296 in Carbon 
County. 


The demand for health care services would increase at a slower rate. 
Carbon and Grand counties would have the most rapid growth in the demand for 
health services, while there would be only slight increases in such demand in 
Duchesne and Garfield counties. The change in the demand for general care 
hospital beds and nurses would be greatest, since they are projected to 
increase by factors of 52 and 44, respectively, in Carbon County. The demand 
for mental health care workers and clinical psychologists would remain at 
baseline levels or grow by one or two in each county. 


The change in the demand for public safety services would vary 
depending on the type of service. Between 1990 and 1995, the need for police 
officers and police cars, in addition to the baseline requirements, would more 
than double in every county except Duchesne and Uintah, but the change in the 
demand for jail space would grow even more rapidly. The change in the need 
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for jail space would be 360 times greater in Emery County and 338 times 
greater in Carbon County. Conversely, only in Carbon County would the change 
in the demand for emergency medical services grow by more than 200% between 
1985 and 2005. 


The growth in the demand for utility services due to the high 
commercial development scenario would be comparable to the growth in 
educational services. The change in the demand for water system services 
between 1985 and 2005 would increase by factors ranging from 312 to 407 in 
Carbon and Emery counties. Moreover, between 1990 and 2005, the change in the 
demand for sewage system services would more than double in every county 
except Duchesne and Uintah counties. 


Similarly, the change in the demand for parks between 1985 and 2005 
would double in every county except Duchesne and Uintah counties. In the same 
period, the change in library services would be as much as 360 times greater 
in Emery County and 338 times greater in Carbon County. 


Magnitude of Impact Caused by High Commercial 
Scenario Development Infrastructure Demands 


Summaries of the changes in infrastructure service demands resulting 
from the high commercial development scenario are presented by county in 
Tables 4.22 through 4.28. In Carbon County, the high commercial scenario 
would account for over 60% of the total demand for all services but long-term 
care hospital beds in 2005. The high commercial scenario would account for 
only about 1% of the housing, education, and utility service demands in 1985; 
the scenario impacts would account for up to 50% of health care and public 
safety service demands in the same year. For most categories, the demands 
created by the high commercial development scenario would increase from about 
48% of the total demand in 1990 to roughly 55% of the total demand in 2000. 


In Duchesne County, there would be no additional infrastructure service 
demands produced by the high commercial development scenario in 1985. After 
1985, the high commercial scenario would account for a varying proportion of 
the total demand, depending on the type of service and the year. The housing 
demand caused by the high scenario impact would fluctuate from 13% of the 
total in 1990 to 22% of the total in 1995, and back to 14% of the total in 
2005. Similar shifts would occur in the other infrastructure categories, 
reflecting the rise and fall in the change in population over time. The 
education services required as a result of the scenario would rise from 8% of 
the total in 1990 to 18% of the total in 2005. Most health care and public 
safety services required by the scenario would remain at a constant percentage 
of the total. Utility, park, and library services demanded by the high 
commercial scenario population would increase from 12% of the total in 1990 to 
17% of the total in 2005. 
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Table 4.22 Summary of the Changes in Carbon County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the High Commercial Development Scenario® 








1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in AOL Demand Change in 15 Tone Demand Change in h of Demand Change in aoe Demand Change in fo Of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 
Housing units 
Single family 290 17 hast Pd WPA 2,430 Diss 2396 BROS0 Sots! 7 Syael Shao) ls) ioe 2,636 4,461 62.9 
Multifamily 323 5 ie 532 608 Saline! 599 758 55.8 632 829 Nes // 659 Lab B2eo, 
Mobile homes 538 7 as 886 il fos} Ses 998 iL PASE! Dial? 1,053 iba Sie 56.8 1,098 1,859 62.9 
Education 
Students 1,924 5 0.8 3,824 2305 37.6 4,824 3,609 42.8 4,624 4,861 Silterz 4,724 He SiesS) 61.0 
Classrooms 77 1 ss! 153 93 Sy) is" 193 145 42.9 185 19'5 Sha 3! 189 296 61.0 
Teachers 77 1 hes! 153 93 Si te 193 145 42.9 185 195 Sloe 189 296 61.0 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 15 1 Or3 2) 23 AS, 29 32 52D 30 38 D568) 3h 52 62, 
Long-term care 25 0 0 39 9 18.8 39 12 BEV 39 #27/ 40.9 43 35 44.9 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 5 1 16.7 8 7 46.7 9 10 52.6 9 12 ail 10 16 61.5 
Dentists 4 1 20. 7 6 46.2 8 8 50.0 8 10 55.6 8 Ls 6129 
Nurses 13 1 Holl 21 20 48.8 25 27 SMG’, 25 32 reel 26 44 62.9 
Public health nurses 2 1 B36 3 50.0 3 4 Sf alt 3 4 SW oll 4 6 60.0 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 l 50.0 1 2 66.7 
Mental health workers 1 1 50.0 2 2 50.0 2 2 50.0 2 2 50.0 2 3 60.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 15 1 6.3 25 23 47.9 29 52 520 30 38 Dei 31 52 6207 
Patrol cars 15 1 6.3 25 23 47.9 29 32 55 30 38 D4o 3h 52 O2 teu, 
Jail space (sq ft) B03 38 1.0 6,161 5,609 Lei, 7/ Aoml np sy DAO. 7,306 9,282 56.0 i a sen| 12 825 62.9 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 50.0 2 2 50.0 2 3 60.0 Z 3 60.0 2 4 66.7 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 3,000/ 1,000/ 25160 3,000/ 3 ,000/ 50.0 3,000/ 4,000/ Sif oil 3,000/ 4,000/ Dill 3,000/ 5 ,000/ 6260 
duration (hr) 10 4 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2. 1 S3)o3) 3 3 50.0 3 4 SW/oil 3 4 S7/ an 4 6 60.0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 7 335 21 21 50.0 ma 28 Byfoll 21 28 S7/ oil 28 42 60.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 2,390 2 1.0 SESS BO 47.7 4,620 5,002 52.0 4,714 5,989 56.0 4,872 SZ iS 6259 
Supply (108 gal/d) Sate) 0.1 2.6 6.4 Dats Gis 7.4 8.0 ls’ os 9.6 56.1 Hi ote! Liz 62.9 
Storage (10° gal/d) Weg, 0.1 5.0 Bo? Died Lefer) Soll 4.0 SSL GY: 3.8 4.8 55.8 3.9 6.6 62.9 
Treatment (0® Batya? 350 0.1 2.6 6.4 5.8 47.5 7.4 8.0 51.9 Hos 9.6 Oren! 7.8 hate. 62.9 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) Oey, Oo W655) ag hestk 47.8 1.4 1.6 Gs) los 1.9 SIGS, hss 2.6 63.4 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 45 1 Lia, 74 68 47.9 86 94 I2G2 88 i 56.0 91 154 62.9 
Libraries 
Books 14,812 My hel) 24,642 22,434 hast) 28,642 31,006 52.0 PG) po pepl SV IPAS 56.0 30,202 51,298 62.9 
Space (sq ft) Be 703 38 1.0 6,161 5,609 47.7 / sien! iBvo2 Di2ie 0 7,306 Se2 82 56.0 si 12,825 62.9 
nn rr rr eer eerste ees 
4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, bnumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 





jn pape - sito l tan ig 


































ae ——ae na ee oF 
= emo smt cre.) es Ren tateeeeendaar lll 
4)" Ta) ie oe Se thee 
é re chet Sie 
‘eg dc agty OM, 0! eka sai oe rchagpnegearte 
ne 4 j ttt e ~& Ii askeged ee (7408 Te pet le 
nie ete a ss 


’ 


ott.t BDA aed aes +6,? 
ay iy qn Foe i ee "et ra. 8 or? : eae 
: 4 
f ri 4G a) na6 vied erent : Abe 
Fe ¢ a : . 
7 f , f i 7 7 
, 7 
a _ ro jeumar 
5 i] rs éx0o 7 eared , 
: Plies “a 
. ; ato 
A eee. -- 
a ; oe 
i C =e Wade Shige 1.405 “a 
wes Chem! fas owhes " 
aA rietantne ee. baat | & —s 
. re | palepeeey ti saat Eeaeih 1r eoaets 
| ; 7 . 7 
| vigte4 yee Tr ea 
| ' oe Lie: eee) ae 
: ' | oe  . i ; 4 vtent 126 nyt ips ; ; iv: 
- ' *€i athe toset , 
wy “« f- ¥ s@) ee reat ‘i> = 
3 ot / \ ‘Shia Whoa hd 
lization ait uu 
ny 4 . A ‘ oda, ¢' " $y) ® ‘> sete i i 
. ‘o oe ag} opltetes io Le aid 
: sphev ot feo the? gpeemrandl a 
: as, ‘4 ' he leas 
I | Lyihtae Tape eee iets 
1} CPt vs erat 7 , J1iei HLODART ul 


| . . HiMed elt: wt Fire eqitayt ’ 
q , Fea rpaaye aes we 
, 1G, MPs rn 96 GE Ry oh apeernn 
f , ,0 TT Pes i.” ae | 7 tb aoe 

he whee 40 See A oti ior ven 





. j ; 
—> é 
& 31,988 %0' 5 Cad, 
4 ih om. < ne isaiss 
SR Hier ON eet Re et A AI 


4: oak vignette wl 96 
Ae er | wean, 





209 


Table 4,23 Summary of the Changes in Duchesne County Infrastructure peste 
Demands Resulting from the High Commercial Development Scenario 


rn SD 





1985 1990 L995 a hae ee = 2000 er ee a 2005 
Projected _ High Scenario _ Projected __High Scenario Projected © __High Scenario _ Projected _ High Scenario _ Projected _ High Scenario _ 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in &% of Demand Change in 4% of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 
Housing 
Single family units 1,007 0 0 1,072 165 1343 055 303 2263 1,088 183 14.4 1,139 188 14.2 
Multifamily 252 0 0 268 42 55) 264 76 22.4 273 46 14.4 285 47 14.2 
Mobile homes 420 0 0 447 69 13.4 439 126 Les 454 TY 1) 475 79 14.3 
Education 
Students 1,254 0 0 e924 160 ad 2,244 409 15.4 1,824 SISN7/ 16.4 Le 724 360 as) 
Classrooms 51 0 0 Tal. 7 8.3 90 a7, 15.9 73 15 17.0 69 ES! fas: 
Teachers ; 51 0 0 77 7 825 90 17 So Us 15 Neale 69 lS ifs, 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 11 0 0 13 2 Sis 13) 4 2B 2 3 20.0 11 3 21.4 
Long-term care 6 0 6) 9 1 10.0 14 1 Ovey/, 18 1 os! 24 1 4.0 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 0 0) 4 1 20.0 4 1 20.0 4 1 20.0 4 1 20.0 
Dentists 3 0 0 4 1 20.0 1 20.0 3 1 PA5\ 246, 3 1 I5\e10, 
Nurses 9 0 0 11 2 15.4 ial 3 21.4 10 2 16.7 10 2 16.7 
Public health nurses x 0 0 1 S)sigs! 1 3Shq3! 2 1 e\sine' 2 1 32)153) 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 i 1 5050 1 ] 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 11 0 0 13 2 1358 1f3} 4 DSi 12 3 20.0 11 3 21.4 
Patrol cars lel 0 0 13} 2 US TS 4 MS\55 12 3 20.0 11 3 21.4 
Jail space (sq ft) 2,608 0 0 3},,(OB}3' B99 11.6 3,058 802 20.8 2,863 564 16.5 Ze OS 562 Wes? 
Juvenile holding cells l 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 ] l 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 2,500/ 0/0 0 3,000/ 1,000/ Die 3,000/ e250) 29.4 2S OO), 1,000/ 28.6 he SHOLO// 1,000/ 28.6 
duration (hr) 10 10 4 10 5 10 4 10 4 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 0 0 2 1 B35 2 1 33:33 22 1 33.3 2 1 SKS 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 0 0 14 7 358) 14 7 Soo 14 7 313}g 3! 14 7 SBlas 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 1,683 0 0 IL “OS 258 Wilt: 1,978 518 20.8 1,847 364 Noe 1,744 363 7/52 
Supply (10° gal/d) apa 0 0 aa} 0.4 11.4 Sp] 0.8 20.0 3.0 0.6 16.7 2.8 0.6 17.6 
Storage (10° gal/d) 13 0 0 1.6 0.2 11.1 1.6 0.4 20.0 1.5 0.3 16.7 1.4 0.3 1726 
Treatment (10 gaily a) Del 0 0 31 0.4 Vibe Dee. 0.8 20.0 3.0 OR6 16.7 28 0.6 Wis 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) 0.5 0 0 0.6 0.1 ASS! 0.6 0.2 Dieta) 0.6 0.1 14.3 85 Oa LG 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 32 0 0 37 5 Wile) 37 10 Nas 3})5) 7 16.7 33 7 as 
Libraries 
Books 10,430 0 0 WAZ IU SKe, 1,596 BVS6 2230 3,208 20.8 PU 450 Po hay es 16.4 10,810 2,248 Lae 
Space (sq ft) 2,608 0 0 32033 399 ib xs 3,058 802 20.8 2,863 564 LGe> 2-103 562 a? 
Nee ee ia en ee 
*Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 4.24 
Demands Resulting from the High Commercial Development Scenario® 


Summary of the Changes in Emery County Infrastructure Service 
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1985 1990 
Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected 
Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in he Of Demand Change in % of Demand 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment 
Housing units 
Single family 382 0.8 448 410 47.8 472 
Multifamily 96 1 0 ly 103 ASH os) 118 
Mobile homes 59 1 0.6 187 171 47.8 197 
Education 
Students 816 2 0 1,416 389 Dilte © 76 
Classrooms 33 1 Pes 57 16 PNAS 69 
Teachers 33 1 2.9 2i/) 16 ZAMS) 69 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 6 1 /Aes! 7 4 36.4 8 
Long-term care 6 0 0 6 2 25.0 6 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 2 1 Shas} 3 2 40.0 3 
Dentists 2 1 Sioa 2 1 S368) 2 
Nurses 5 1 iNfaye; 7/ 6 4 40.0 7 
Public health nurses 1 1 50.0 1 ] 50.0 l 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 
Mental health workers 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 ] 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 6 1 WAP 7 4 36.4 8 
Patrol cars 6 1 14.3 7 4 36.4 8 
Jail space (sq ft) Sto 6 0.5 I (oe): 946 sii} Pe Sl5 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ ei 0/ 1,000/ 36.4 2,000/ 1 500/ 42.9 2,000/ 
duration (hr) 7 4 8 6 8 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 
Emergency medical 
technicians 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 7 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 842 4 0.5 1,094 611 Sate: Us Al 
Supply (10° gal/d) ee 0.1 re 1.8 1.0 35.7 1.9 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.7 0.1 eres 0.9 0.5 35.7 0.9 
Treatment (10° gal/d) 1.3 0.1 721 1.8 1.0 35 <7 1.9 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) Oe Oeil 2560 On 052 40.0 0.4 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 16 1 sya) ZA 12 36.4 22. 
Libraries 
Books DES 24 O55 6,778 She Ths Mets! 1258 
Space (sq ft) LOS 6 0.5 1,695 946 35.8 1 fet ES} 


SaaS SSeS Sa ss ln rn Sgn lS SSIS g 


4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Comminity and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
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High Scenario 


Change in 
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65 


21,626 
5,407 


Projected 
Baseline 
(OL Demand 
Total Increment 
Sy 448 
81.8 WZ 
Be /, 187 
59.5 Ih ssp WS} 
59.4 61 
59.4 61 
W353 
60.0 4 
70.0 2 
P68 2 
Wsical 6 
USSGe 1 
50.0 l 
66.7 1 
1303 7 
1363 7 
74.9 1,640 
66.7 i 
60.0 2 ,000/ 
8 
1560 1 
DAO) 7 
74.9 1,058 
vest Weed, 
USa7/ 0.8 
74.7 V7 
US5e Os 
THEI) 20 
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2000 
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Change in 
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7S 
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mM NM W 


7,826 
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growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 
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Table 4.25 Summary of the Changes in Garfield County Infrastructure Service 


Demands Resulting from the High Commercial Development Scenario? 
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1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected __ High Scenario _ 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in % of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 
ne UU 
Housing units 
Single family 139 0 0 199 63 24.0 241 237 49.6 277 249 47.3 oa 255 44.4 
Multifamily 35 0 0 50 16 24.2 61 60 49 .6 70 63 47.4 80 64 44.4 
Mobile homes 58 0 0 83 27 24.5 101 99 49.5 116 104 Lies 133 107 44.6 
Education 
Students 128 0 0 328 60 15.5 428 282 SWa7/ 588 364 40.8 628 422 40.2 
Classrooms 6 0 0 14 3 7 Ae 18 12 40.0 22 Vs 40.5 26 17 39.5 
Teachers 6 0 0 14 3 W/o 18 12 40.0 22 15 40.5 26 17 3955 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 2 0 0 2 1 33.0 3 3 50.0 3 3) 50.0 4 3 42.9 
Long-term care 3 0 0 3 1 DS AO) 3} 1 25.00 1 2 66.7 2 2 50.0 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Dentists 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 l 1 SOR 1 1 50.0 
Nurses 2 0 0 Z 1 S35 2 3 60.0 3 3 50.0 3 3 50.0 
Public health nurses 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 2, 0 0 2 1 B35 3 3 DOO 3 3 50.0 4 3 42.9 
Patrol cars 2 0 0 2 1 sis\53) 3 5 50.0 3 3 50.0 4 3 42.9 
Jail space (sq ft) 314 0 0 464 146 BGS) 564 606 Sil ote 664 695 sloth 764 733 49.0 
Juvenile holding cells 1 0 0 l 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 DOS 1 1 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 1,000/ 0 0 1,000/ 1,000/ 50.0 250/ 1,000/ 44.4 25 0)/ 1250) 50.0 1,500/ T2507, Mss. 
duration (hr) 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 6 5 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 l l 50.0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 7 0 0 7 7 Oa) i 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 203 0 0 300 95 Ih | 364 391 Bil sts} 429 449 Sie 493 473 49.0 
Supply (10 gal/d) 0.3 0 0 ORD OFZ 28.6 0.6 0.6 50.0 Ole/ 0.7 50.0 0.8 0.8 50.0 
Storage (10° eon) 0.2 0 0 0.2 0.1 38500 Ons 0.3 50.0 Mes 0.4 Diet 0.4 0.4 S00 
Treatment (10 eae) OD 0 0 0.5 0.2 28.6 0.6 0.6 50.0 ORY, ORy7/ 50.0 0.8 0.8 50.0 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) Onl 0 0 0.1 Deil 50.0 0.1 0.1 50.0 0.1 0.1 50.0 On2 Osi 33.3 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 4 0 0 6 2 213-510) 7 8 Sige) 8 9 52.9 10 9 47.4 
Libraries 
Books 1,254 0 0 1,854 584 24.0 2,254 2,424 Sih see! 2,654 yaa R10) Ble? 3,054 BeOS 2 49.0 
Space (sq ft) 314 0 0 464 146 Ae, 564 606 51.8 664 695 Syl sal 764 733 49.0 


Dee ee OO 


4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


>Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1$80 baseline population 
growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.26 Summary of the Changes in Grand County Infrastructure Service 


Demands Resulting from the High Commercial Development Scenario# 


js Ws 





1985 1990 teed 1995 2000 
Projected __High Scenario Projected __High Scenario _—— Projected __High Scenario Projected __High Scenario. _— Projected 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in h of Demand Change in - Of Demand 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment? Demand Total Increment 
Housing units 
Single family Os) 2h; -¢ 11 509 97.9 47 3,007 98.5 11 12350 Bhai Ds) 
Multifamily =—23 7 -¢ 3 128 Sheil Le. i/s\ 98.4 3! 338 99.1 15 
Mobile homes —39 12 -¢ 5 212 Dia), 20 Ih PAeys! 98.4 5 563 99.1 25 
Education 
Students 99 24 Or 479 482 S067 599 3,581 85.7 479 1978 80.5 29 
Classrooms 4 1 20.0 20 20 50.0 24 144 85.7 20 80 80.0 22 
Teachers 4 1 20.0 20 20 50.0 24 144 85.7 20 80 80.0 22 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 0 1 100.0 l 5 S368 1 sul 96.9 l 16 94.1 ] 
Long-term care Ps 0 0 2 Zz 50.0 2 eZ 85.7 2 el 84. 2 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 0 1 100.0 1 7”, 66.7 1 10 90.9 1 5 8353 1 
Dentists 0 l 100.0 1 2 66.7 l 8 88.9 1 4 80.0 1 
Nurses 0 l 100.0 1 4 80.0 l 27 96.4 l 13 9279 1 
Public health nurses 0 1 100.0 1 1 50.0 1 4 80.0 1 2 66.7 1 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 0 1 100.0 1 1 HAG 1 1 50.0 1 ] 50.0 1 
Mental health workers 0 1 100.0 1 1 50.0 1 2 66.7 1 1 50.0 1 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 0 1 100.0 1 5 bolohs, 3! 1 31 96.9 1 16 94.1 1 
Patrol cars 0 1 100.0 l 5 8355 l shil 96.9 1 16 94.1 1 
Jail space (sq ft) -220 63 -¢ 5 His Nes) 99.6 110 7,692 98.6 45 2) 7/ The} 98.8 130 
Juvenile holding cells 0 1 100.0 1 1 50.0 1 2 66.7 1 i 50.0 1 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm) / 0/0 1 ,000/ 100.0 1 ,000/ 1,500/ 60.0 1,000/ 4,000/ 80.0 1,000/ 2,500/ 71.4 1,000/ 
duration (hr) 4 4 6 4 10 4 10 4 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 0 1 106.0 1 1 50.0 1 4 80.0 l 2 66.7 l 
Emergency medical 
technicians 0 7 100.0 7 7 50.0 7 28 80.0 7 14 66.7 7 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections -142 41 -¢ 3 7; SY 99.6 71 4,963 98.6 29 2,438 98.8 84 
Supply (10 gal/d) =0.2 0.1 -¢ Or ae M253! 0.1 os 98.8 Oe! 3158, Mas 0.1 
Storage (108 gal/d) —0.1 0.1 -¢ On] 0.6 Soret, Ole! 4.0 97.6 Ol! 2.0 Sy? 0.1 
Treatment (10 sate) =o 2 0.1 -< 0.1 Wii Pans! 0.1 os) 98.8 On! Sigs) Whos Of 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) -0.1 0.1 -¢ Onl De 66.7 Or! oS 93.8 0.1 0.8 88.9 0.1 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) -2 1 -c 1 15 9353 2 93 97.9 1 46 97.9 2 
Libraries 
Sooke -882 250 -¢ 18 4,690 NW) 438 30,766 98.6 178 if Sy il We 98.8 518 
Space (sq ft) =—220 63 =C 5 il 73 99.6 110 7,692 98.6 45 Bis 7h! 98.8 130 


SE a a Sa a ee pe 


b 
Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-l 


*Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 
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2005 


High Scenario 


Change in 
Demand 


48 


15,994 
3,999 


980 baseline population 


rave a 
Total 


___oor———nn kee 









ay x % pe : 5 - » Fie : 

paige aa ceamevannenme Sarat 
: ‘ 7. a . — 

gis ot yerieS: yet Seed os othe: 


















7 ' 4 
{ n 
§ a i 
sa a es —= 
= nies 
cal peng “Mes a PY 
ae 
4 ‘ ae } 
- es ee - . 
. A 
sr2uy . tae | 
am 4 i goer Sipe : cy 
= z : 
‘ 
s - ne - ip en emi 
. . - 
e+ iau yoeteuol . 
7 " ; ' 7 iep! ~* igntt : 
< 7: ' os Cea) eT, 
. t of beat ic od 1G 
7 nm - ; 16 
cng qo) 
pv) y 3: ke Pee. 
beste SF 
te oe 77 "1. 7 
: A ; 7 
ca MW i ; 
oS yin 
. 4 
“ 
a 
7 
a. 
» 
: “ { 
' 
2 , 
. anit 
, Po” etl 
Pos : ’ 
‘ j ' qt 
j ‘ « 
‘ sq j 
Stir I 
a 7 * 
= : 
; yt i 
ies @ 
4 A ton, 7T 
i “ : a 
* re | 
* i} 
riven q ire 
: 4 "aoa 7 
» 
: od 
» 
£; . Piss Val v ’ ris 
i uf » b sanon iT 
i 
( . { , Sract eats rh 
f . : 
° ' th s ren epirpar } 
a a, . Wo 
es ae 
Jats ii ate br 7 
' . : sige) a¢se% F shee 
- 
B 2a} wis - i 
P ' “ - 
: ey + . ; Ppl dir ss Po ee] o 7 7 
rey ‘ cs Vine» | | 2) ca] asoyl ; Ma 
i BA ~ : : r) *, 
; ' aa = ab its, oar ios ea ame - 
A mt ow ae om _ a i aMPE Satan nl scmsiieemaieane inthe et hana 


‘ - . 
¢ a , ~~ ; U 
tonto again ) His “4 \) tawe pi dae Ay © e-ogeiae 


: 
. . : hare Wwe 

gone are tes atin (FOP ety ot) wemz sous Le ibe £ 

; ‘ swt twos @ eras ool AL emerge, oak a 








ZAD 


Table 4.27 Summary of the Changes in Uintah County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the High Commercial Development Scenario® 


nee ee ee ee eT TEE Se att 





1985 1990 1995 2000 pa 2005 
Projected __High Scenario Projected ©_High Scenario Projected © __High Scenario Projected © __High Scenario _ Projected © __High Scenario _ 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in AeOL Demand Change in h of Demand Change in Yh eye Demand Change in *% of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 
aaa ee SEEN aInEI IIIS 
Housing units 
Single family 1,014 0 0 1502 323 Wy 1,560 578 27.0 1,566 332 bie re) 1,608 340 i fe 
Multifamily 254 0 0 378 81 aC 390 145 Pad 3 392 83 Wes 402 85 Wes 
Mobile homes 423 0 0 630 135 17.6 650 241 27.0 (a)'5)3) 139 / ole, 670 142 Las: 
Education 
Students 1,400 (0) 0 3,010 314 9.4 Sh 0/7M0, 781 Wee 3,020 646 Pate 2,790 651 18.9 
Classrooms 56 0 0 121 3 Say 151 32 Wes 121 26 Liha! 2 Duh 19.4 
Teachers ~* 56 0 0 121 iba 9.7 Syl 32 7/55 12) 26 LF 7/ 112 27 19.4 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care ital 0 0 18 4 Oe 19 7 26.9 17 5 22a 16 5 2300 
Long-term care 10 0 0 S| 1 N55: 29 1 3.3 35 1 2.8 42 he An 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 0 0 6 1 WA s3} 6 2 230) 6 2 220 5 2 28.6 
Dentists 3) 6) 0 5 1 Li Sy 7/ 5 2 28.6 5 Z 28.6 4 2 SIS: 
Nurses 9 0 0 NS: 3 ae 7 16 6 Dies 15 4 Zuleeel 14 4 Dee 
Public health nurses 2 0 0 2 1 Bors 2 1 s\is\ns! 2 1 sish5 3) 2 1 Sieh! 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 
Mental health workers i 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 i 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
: Police officers 11 0 0 18 4 18.2 19 7 ZOwo by 5 22 wh 16 5 235 
Patrol cars ll 0 (6) 18 4 18.2 19 7 ZO WW, 5 Doieth 16 5 23/38 
Jail space (sq ft) 2,602 0 0 4,402 783 Sel 4,672 Loan AME I) ey BES 1,020 19.4 3,842 Oly 20°29 
Juvenile holding cells 1 0 0 2 1 Sigs. 72 1 S)a8) 2 1 B375a l 1 50.0 
Fire Protection 
| Water flow (gpm) / 2,500/ 0) 0) 3,000/ 25 0), 29.4 3,000/ Ib /SX0}/ 36.8 3,000/ 1,500/ BS es 3,000/ 1,500/ Shslas' 
duration (hr) 10 10 5 10 7 10 6 10 6 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 0 0 2 1 S35 2 1 Bons 2. 1 3353 2 l $1556) 
: Emergency medical 
technicians 14 0) 0 14 7 3355 14 7 3353) 14 7 S365 14 7 S363 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 679 0 0 2,841 505 bSieAl BROLS 988 24.7 Deal 659 19.4 2,479 656 20.9 
Supply (10° gal/d) 19 | 0 0 4.5 0.8 15.1 4.8 1.6 25.0 4.4 eg 20.0 Page 1.0 30.0 
Storage (10° gal/d) hog} 0 0 3} 0.4 14.8 Ph ff 0.8 25510, Bp) O> eke 5: 20 OED 20.0 
Treatment (108 fo ey Ph sdf 0 0 4.5 0.8 WSy.qll 4.8 1.6 2550 4.4 eel 20.0 4.0 LO 2020 
Sewage system (10 gal/d) ORD 0 0 0.9 Oe2 18.2 0.9 Oe 25.0 0.8 0.2 20.0 0.8 OZ 20.20 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 32 0 0 53 10 Se) Byy/ 19 S50, Syl 13 720)53' 47 13 DOAN 7 
Libraries 
: Books 10,408 0 0 17,608 Sy. USK sys 18,688 male 24.7 16,928 4,080 4 15,368 4,066 20.9 
Space (sq ft) 2,608 0 0 4,402 783 Sie)! 4,672 ss: 24.7 4,232 1,020 4 3,842 LOL 20.9 





SS a a a a ae | 


4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 


State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


b : : 
Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 


growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 
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Table 4.28 Summary of the Changes in Wayne County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the High Commercial Development Scenario? 





ee es se Fe 
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario Projected High Scenario 


Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in &% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in % of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 


a a ee 


Housing units 


Single family 38 0 0 80 SD 30.4 22 1,078 89.8 164 497 US \e72 194 539 73.4 
Multifamily 10 0 0 20 % 31.0 Si 270 89.7 41 2S (Deo 49 135 73.4 
Mobile homes 16 0 0 53 LS) suless' 51 449 89.8 68 207 [SSE 81 IPES hes 
Education 
Students 48 0 0 98 33 Zee 158 1,284 89.0 198 728 78.6 238 891 Tsheye, 
Classrooms 2 0 0 4 2 3}3}53) 7 5/2 88.1 8 30 78.9 10 36 USitcs 
Teachers . 2 0 6) 4 2 33353} 7 52 88.1 8 30 78.9 10 36 Theha' 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 2 12 SD 2 6 1 SYs0, 3 7 70.0 
Long-term care 2 0 0 1 ISAO 4 5 55.6 5 4 44.4 6 5 AS) 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 4 80.0 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 
Dentists 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 l 3 75.0 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 
Nurses 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 2 10 83.3 2 5 714 2 6 Vow 
Public health nurses 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 2 66.7 l 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 0 0 1 l 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 0 0 i 1 5020 1 l 50.0 1 1 50.0 l 1 50/50 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 1 0 0 1 l 50.0 2} 12 SD, 2 6 75.0 3 7 70.0 
Patrol cars 1 0 0 1 l 5050 Z 12 85.7 2 6 DAO 3 7 70.0 
Jail space (sq ft) 105 0 0 Zz 80 727) I 330 RTE SSE| 3893 420 1,390 76.8 510 1,547 T Dive 
Juvenile holding cells 1 0 0 l l 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 1,000/ 0/0 0 1 ,000/ 1,000/ 50.0 1,000/ 74530) 0)// 71.4 1,000/ 1750), 63.6 L525 0/ 1 50/ Salas! 
duration (hr) 4 4 4 4 10 4 i/ 5 7) 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 2 66.7 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Emergency medical 
technicians if 0 0 7 7 50.0 7 14 66.7 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 68 0 0 139 52 Ri ee 213 fhe) 89.3 A7f | 897 76.8 329 998 PSA2 
Supply (10 gal/d) 0.1 0 0 Orr 0.1 siehas} ORS Defe 90.3 0.4 eg WT ots! O65) r6 LOle2 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.1 0 0) 0.1 0.1 50.0 OFZ 1.4 Sip Oe ORY, 77.8 ORS 0.8 Teeth 
Treatment (108 pared) 0.1 0 0 0.2 0.1 SS} 0.3 fa! N05 3! 0.4 1.4 Tl te’ 0.5 0 Tha 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) 0.1 0 0 0.1 Wail 50.0 ORL 0.6 S5e/ Of! ORS i550 Oil 023 75.0 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 2 0 0 3 1 V0) 4 34 55 6 17, 73.9 7 19 73.0 
Libraries 
Books 418 0 0 858 318 47.5 OLS 11,028 Sons 1,678 5,560 76.8 2,038 6,186 7522 
Space (sq ft) 105 0 0 7S; 80 hea 330 Phe tf SW 89.3 420 1,390 76.8 510 547 TSee. 
a —S— e  e  eeeeeeeeeeeEEEE 
4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, DNumbers represent service demands required to Satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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The proportion of the housing demand in Emery County attributable to 
the high commercial scenario would jump from one percent in 1985 to 65% in 
2005. Similar, although less dramatic, increases would occur in education 
services, hospital beds and medical personnel, law enforcement services, 
utility services, and parks and libraries. The mental health care and 
emergency medical services demanded under the high scenario would remain at 
50% of the total throughout the 20 year period. For each service, the demand 
caused by the high scenario would be greatest in 1995, ranging from 59% of all 
education services to 82% of all housing services. 


The high commercial development scenario would account for about half 
of the infrastructure service demands in Garfield County between 1995 and 
2005. There would be no service demands caused by the high scenario in 
1985. In 1990, the high commercial scenario is projected to require service 
demands in the county ranging from about 17% of education services to 50% of 
selected health care and public safety services. Between 1995 and 2005, the 
high scenario would account for 40% to 52% of the demand for most services in 
the county. The most striking exception to this trend would be long-term care 
hospital beds, where the high scenario would result in 25% of the total demand 
in 1995 and 67% of the total demand in 2000. 


In Grand County, the: high commercial development scenario would produce 
markedly larger infrastructure service demands than the baseline projections. 
With the single exception of education services, all of the service demands in 
1985 would be the result of the high scenario. Over 85% of the total utility, 
housing, park, and library service demands between 1990 and 2005 would be 
caused by the high scenario. Education service needs created by the high 
commercial scenario would grow from 50% of the total in 1990 to over 80% of 
the total thereafter. The high scenario would be responsible for 66% to 97% 
of the total hospital bed, medical, personnel, and public safety services 
demand in 2005. The lowest proportion of total service demand caused by the 
high commercial development scenario in 2005 would be 50% of the mental health 
care services. 


The projected baseline demand would produce most of the need for 
infrastructure services in Uintah County. The high commercial development 
scenario would not create any additional service demands in 1985. Throughout 
the 1990 to 2005 period, the high scenario would account for one-third of the 
demand for emergency medical services and public health nurses, and between 
15% and 50% of the need for dentists, doctors, and juvenile holding cells. 
Less than 5% of the demand for long-term care hospital beds would be 
attributable to the high scenario. For housing, education, utilities, and all 
other services, the high commercial development scenario is expected to 
produce less than 30% of the total demand in 1990 and less than 20% of the 
total demand in 2005. 


Contrary to the effects in Uintah County, the high commercial develop- 
ment scenario would create most of the total infrastructure service demands in 
Wayne County. There would not be any service demands produced by the high 
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scenario in 1985. However, the services required by the high scenario would 
peak 10 years later, when about 89% of the total need for housing, education, 
utility, park, library, and most law enforcement services would be the result 
of the high commercial development scenario. By 2005, between 70% and 80% of 
the demand for those services would be due to the high scenario. Half of the 
total mental health care services, emergency medical services, public health 
nurses, and juvenile holding cells in 1990, 2000, and 2005 would be required 
as a result of the high commercial development scenario. 


4.1.2.4 Indian Reservation Impacts 


The impacts on the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation have already 
been included in the county and CCD totals presented in Sec. 4.1.2. Those 
impacts that are specific to the reservation are identified and discussed in 
the following section. Only the population and housing impacts on the 
reservation will be discussed, owing to the fact that the UPED model did not 
provide employment and personal income data for such a detailed geographic 
level. A sufficient information base was also unavailable to make public and 
private infrastructure projections. However, total demands on the counties 
and CCDs involved do include the impacts which could occur on the Reservation 
in these categories. 


The Ute tribe conducted a survey of the attitudes of its members 
concerning possible energy development in the Uintah Basin. The surveyors 
found that the Utes had many of the same concerns as non-Indians regarding 
possible energy development. They were most concerned that their wilderness 
areas would be ruined, pollution would increase, and public services would be 
over-extended. They were, however, excited about the possibility that energy 
development would increase employment, stimulate the economy, and encourage 
young people to remain on the reservation. 


Table 4.29 indicates that population growth resulting from the high 
commercial scenario activities is projected to reach a peak of 1,014 above the 
baseline in 1995. At that time, population caused by the tar sands develop- 
ments in the area would account for 21% of the total change (Table 4.30). 
From this time through the end of the period, however, population growth is 
expected to decline to only 720 people above the baseline projection in 2005; 
a decrease of about 30%. These 720 additional people would represent about 
18% of the population change for that year. 


The growth in the number of households is expected to follow the same 
trends as the growth in population (see Table 4.29). In 1995, there would be 
318 additional households, whereas in 2005 there would be only 201 additional 
households. Again, the growth created by the high scenario would not match 
the growth projected by the baseline. The highest proportion of household 
growth attributable to the the high commercial scenario would occur in 1995 
when 14.3% of the household growth on the reservation is expected to be 
induced by the high scenario projects. 
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Table 4.29 Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts by Category and 
Window Year for the High Commercial Development Scenario -- 
Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation® 





Average Annual 


Percent Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Change Percent Change 
Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Population Dae S 76+ ib 0T4+~-247.22 720 ~> _b -3.37 
Households (No. of units) 6. 188 318 «195 201 - -b -4.48 


4Reservation is defined as the unincorporated portions of the Roosevelt and the Uintah and Ouray 
Census County Divisions. 


bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


4.2 LOW COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO: DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS 


The projected impacts of the low commercial development scenario are 
described in this section. Two important assumptions underlie these projec- 
tions. The first assumption is that the baseline projections (described in 
Sec. 2) would accurately reflect the socioeconomic composition of the counties 
in the time periods under study. The second assumption is that the manpower 
requirements of the tar sands projects (described in Sec. 3) would not 
change. Given these assumptions, the following analysis is based on the 
difference between the baseline projections and the projections in the low 
development scenario. 


4.2.1 Total Regional Impact on Socioeconomic Development Factors 


The projected impacts on the region of the tar sands development 
proposed in the low commercial development scenario are described in this 
section. A general summary of the socioeconomic impacts on the region is 
presented in Table 4.31. Regional impacts by industrial sector are included 
for employment in Table 4.32 (Sec. 4.2.1.1) and for wages and personal income 
in Table 4.33 (Sec. 4.2.1.2). In each instance, the projected impacts are 
expressed in terms of the difference between the baseline projections and the 
low commercial development scenario. Cumulative growth factors are presented 
in Table 4.31, along with the actual levels, to show the magnitude of change 
projected to occur between 1985 and 2005. 


It is projected that the change in the population of the region would 
grow continually throughout the period, from 474 in 1985 to 15,034 in 2005. 
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Table 4.30 Comparison of Population and Household Impacts 
on the Reservation: High Commercial Development 
Scenario and Baseline Projections 


ow EEE 
Socioeconomic Development Category 


Year and Cause of Change Population Growth Household Growth 


a 








1985 
Projected Baseline Increment 2001 2%. 1,690 
High Scenario 
Number 0 0 
Percent of Total 0 0 
1990 
Projected Baseline Increment 33.113 1,904 
High Scenario 
Number 576 188 
Percent of Total 13.2 9.0 
1995 
Projected Baseline Increment 3,766 1,904 


High Scenario 





Number 1,014 318 

Percent of Total Dee 14a3 
2000 . 

Projected Baseline Increment 3,455 1,930 


High Scenario 





Number lee 195 
Percent of Total 1}. 3 Sez 
2005 
Projected Baseline Increment SE197 15973 
High Scenario 
Number 720 201 
Percent of Total 18.4 9.2 


a 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.31 Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts by Category and 
Window Year for the Low Commercial Development Scenario 


Nene enn en nn nn ee ne ae alee Rereneiagdineneestre-enseniteinensiamnstseneesseinepeepsqentswanasiinineniansdhiinnenidimmmmisumistiasaemess 


Cumulative Average Annual 
Growth Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Factor® Percent Change 
Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 


nn nn nn en een ee ie SSS seen silts senan emits mnsepisscemenavigiion mes 


Population 


Total 474 fo200) 13,5357 14,518 15,034 oh her ip 39.82 1.05 
School-Age (5-17) 90 1,522 3,347.9 OC4, 215 4,615 51.28 43.56 3.26 
Retirement-Age (>65) 0 121 271 459 475 -5 -b 5.77 
Employment (No. of workers) 250 3,747 6,279 5,993 6,111 24.44 38.04 -0.27 
Households (No. of units) 174 2,565 4,355 4,035 4,177 24.06 37.99 -0.42 


Infrastructure Requirements 


Housing units 


Single family 106 1,542 2,605 2,423 2,509 23.67 37.74 -0.37 

Multifamily 28 389 654 610 630 22.50 36.53 -~0.37 

Mobile homes 44 645 1,088 1,012 1,047 23.80 37.82 -0.38 
Education 

Students 90 1,522 3,347 4,215 4,615 51.28 43.56 3.26 

Classrooms 6 65 137 172 188 31.33 36.73 Suez 

Teachers 6 65 137 172 188 31.33 36.73 3.22 


Health Care 
Hospital beds 


General care 5 19 31 32 34 6.80... 20.02 0.93 
Long-term care 5 9 15 22 22 4.40 11.61 3.90 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 5 9 13 13 13 2.60 10.03 0 
Dentists 5 9 11 12 12 2.40 8.20 0.87 
Nurses 5 16 26 28 30 6.00 17.92 1.44 
Public health nurses 5 7 8 8 8 1.60 4.81 0 
Mental health care . 
Clinical psychologists 5 7 7 7 7 1.40 3.42 0 
Mental health workers 5 7 7 7 yf 1.40 3.42 0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 5 9 31 32 34 6.80 20.02 0.93 
Patrol cars 5 9 31 32 34 6.80 20.02 0.93 
Jail space (sq ft) 238 3,647 6,770 7,260 7.520 31.60 39.77 1.06 
Juvenile holding cells 5 7 7 8 8 1.60 3.42 1.34 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hr)° 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 5 7 8 8 8 1.60 4.81 0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 35 49 56 56 56 1.60 4.81 0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 155 2,354 4,372 4,687 4,852 31.30 39.65 1.05 
Supply (108 gal/d) 91 13375 2,903 25737 2,834 31.14 39.57 1.05 
Storage (108 gal/d) 45 687 1,277 1,369 1,417 31.49 39.73 1.05 
Treatment (10 gal/d) 91 Tor 2,553 dea ie 2,834 31.14 39.57 1.05 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) 19 265 " 494 530 561 29.53 38.52 1.28 


Solid waste 
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Table 4.31 (Cont'd) 








Cumulative Average Annual 
Growth Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Factor? Percent Change 
Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Public Safety (Cont'd) 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 5 47 86 89 93 18.60 32.91 0.79 
Libraries 
Books 948 14,576 27,074 29 ,030 30 ,068 31372 39.82 1.05 
Space (sq ft) 238 3,647 6,770 7,260 7,520 31.60 39.77 1.06 





8Computed as the ratio between 1985 and 2005. 
bundefined. 


‘Fire protection measured in water flow in fire hydrants (gpm)/duration (hr) cannot be aggregated across 
the affected counties. See Tables 4.52-4.58 for county-specific detail. 


dthe State of Utah community facility guidelines do not include a solid waste standard. Therefore, an 
estimate of solid waste disposal impacts could not be determined. 


Most of this growth would take place between 1985 and 1995 when the population 
would increase at an annual rate of 39.82%. Table 4.31 indicates that school- 
age population and retirement-age population would both increase above the 
baseline at somewhat higher rates. 


Total regional employment is also projected to grow rapidly over the 
baseline during the 1985-2005 period. In particular, employment would expand 
from 250 additional workers in 1985 to 6,111 in 2005. This 2005 employment 
level is 24 times that projected to be required in 1985. Again, this increase 
would be most dramatic from 1985 to 1995. In this period, total employment 
would rise 38.04% annually; in the next 10 years there would actually be a 
negative change, -0.27% annually. Regional employment growth by industrial 
sector is described in Sec. 4.2.1.1. 


The number of households would grow from 174 more than baseline in 1985 
to 4,355 more than baseline in 1995, but it would then drop to 4,177 more than 
baseline in 2005. The change in housing demands would increase slightly more 
rapidly for mobile homes than single family houses or multifamily houses 
between 1985 and 1995, but the change in all housing demands would decline 
0.40% annually between 1995 and 2005. Housing demand would total 2,509 
single-family units, 630 multifamily units, and 1,047 mobile homes more than 
the baseline projections in 2005. 


Six more classrooms and teachers in 1985, and 188 more classrooms and 
teachers in 2005, would be needed to accommodate the change in the number of 
students from the baseline projections between 1985 and 2005. The change in 
the number of students would be 51 times greater in 2005 than in 1985, with 
most of this growth taking place from 1985 to 1995. 
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The demand for each type of health care service would be between two 
and six times greater than the baseline projections in 1985. By 2005, this 
demand would increase to 34 general care hospital beds, 30 nurses, 22 long- 
term care hospital beds, 13 doctors, 12 dentists, 8 public health nurses, and 
seven clinical psychologists and mental health workers. Only the number of 
nurses would increase between 2000 and 2005. 


The additional demand for jail space attributable to the low commercial 
scenario would increase much more rapidly than the demand for any other public 
safety service. The 3,647 square feet needed for jail space in 1990 would be 
15 times greater than the amount of jail space in 1985. Five more police 
officers and patrol cars would be needed in 1985, increasing to 34 in 2005. 
The five ambulances and juvenile holding cells required by the low scenario 
developments would grow to eight in 2005. 


The change in water system service demands would grow by a factor of 31 
between 1985 and 2005. Similarly, sewage system requirements would increase 
from 19 million gallons in 1985 to 561 million gallons in 2005. All utility 
service demands would increase about 39% annually from 1985 to 1995 and about 
1% annually from 1995 to 2005. 


Five more acres of parks would be demanded by the low scenario in 1985, 
rising to 93 acres in 2005. Library services would increase at a rate 
slightly higher than utility services. Over 30,000 books and 7,500 square 
feet of space would be needed for libraries in 2005. 


4.2.1.1 Regional Employment Impacts by Sector 


Table 4.32 describes the total regional employment impacts of the low 
commercial development scenario. It is anticipated that the number of workers 
needed as a result of the low scenario projects would climb from 250 in 1985 
to 6,111 in 2005. This change would occur at an annual rate of increase of 
38.04% between 1985 and 2005, and an annual decrease of 0.27% between 1995 and 
2005. 


Agriculture employment would remain at baseline levels throughout the 
20 year period. Conversely, mining employment would start at the baseline 
level in 1985 and grow to 3,151 in 2000. In 2000 and 2005, the mining sector 
would have the greatest number of workers attributable to the low scenario. 
Employment growth in the mining sector would have the greatest proportion of 
workers associated with the low scenario activities. The change in employment 
in the mining sector would be one of the most rapid in the region; second 
largest absolute change in the 1985 to 1995 period, and the largest change in 
the 1995 to 2005 period. 


Contract construction is forecast to experience substantial shifts as a 
_Yresult of the low commercial development scenario. Employment in contract 
construction would increase 27.86% annually from 1985 to 1995 and then 
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Table 4.32 Total Regional Employment Impacts by Industrial Sector 
as a Result of the Low Commercial Development Scenario? 





Change in Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mining 0 983. 1,810 3,151 3,151 EP 5.70 
Contract Construction 182 1,562 2,126 154 160 27.86 -22.79 
Manufacturing 0 20 41 45 46 -b 1.16 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 4 54 104 129 122 38.52 1.61 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 20 319 606 671 694 40.65 1.37 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 4 45 90 102 109 36.53 1.93 
Services 12 197 393 457 475 41.75 1.91 
Government < 23 359 700 836 884 40.71 2.36 
Nonfarm Proprietors 9 211 409 455 472 46.47 1.44 
Total 250: 3, 747—. 65279" ° 5,993. 6,111 38.04 -0.27 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


decrease 22.79% annually from 1995 to 2005. In 1985 through -1995, the 


contract construction employment due to the low commercial scenario would be 
the largest in the county. 


There would be little change in employment in the manufacturing 
sector. The 46 additional manufacturing workers in 2005 would be less than 
any other sector. Employment in the finance, insurance, and real estate 
sector would be second lowest, reaching a peak of 109 in 2005. 


The wholesale and retail trade sector is projected to increase at an 
annual rate of 40.65% from 1985 to 1995 as a result of the low scenario. In 
the following 10 years such employment would increase 1.37% annually. 
Wholesale and retail trade would have the third largest change in employment 
from the baseline of any sector in the year 2005. 


Employment in transportation, communication, and utilities would 
increase from four in 1985 to 129 in 2000. Employment in the sector would 
decrease to 122 in 2005. 
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The services and nonfarm proprietors sectors would have similar employ- 
ment produced by the low commercial development scenario throughout the 20 
year period. Services employment would be 40 times greater in 2005 than in 
1985. Nonfarm proprietors employment would be 52 times greater in 2005 than 
in 1985. 


Finally, employment in the government sector would be 884 workers 
greater than the baseline employment in 2005, the second largest in the 
region. The number of workers in the sector would increase 40.71% annually 
from 1985 to 1995 and 2.36% annually from 1995 to 2005. 


4.2.1.2 Regional Impact on Total Wage and Personal Income 


The total regional wage and personal income effects of the low scenario 
developments are presented in Table 4.33. The wage and income data are pre- 
sented by industrial sector and income category. Average monthly wages are 
assumed to have an approximate annual increase in monthly wages of 1.72%, 
independent of the scenario otherwise noted. The number of employees and 
total wage payments would increase as a result of the low commercial scenario 
developments and are expressed as a change from the baseline projections. 
Each industrial sector is briefly discussed in the following paragraphs. 


The average monthly wage in the mining sector would increase from 
$2,157 in 1985 and to $3,036 in 2005. The resulting total wage payment in the 
sector would increase from $2.3 million in 1990 to $9.6 million in 2005, the 
largest of any sector. Growth in total wage payments between 1995 and 2005 
would be the most rapid of any sector, increasing at an annual rate of 7.52%. 


Contract construction would have the highest monthly wage of any 
sector, rising from $2,625 in 1985 to $3,695 in 2005. The total wage payment 
in the sector would increase 29.85% annually from 1985 to 1995 and decrease 
21.46% annually from 1995 to 2005. 


In the manufacturing sector, the average monthly wage would grow from 
$893 in 1985 to $1,257 in 2005. The total wage payment of $57,822 in 2005 
would represent an increase of 197% from the 1990 total. Nonetheless, the 
change in the total sectoral wage payment in the year 2005 would be the 
smallest of any sector. 


The average monthly wage in the transportation, communication, and 
utilities sector would increase from $1,879 in 1989 to $2,724 in 2005. 
Between 1985 and 1995 the average monthly wage would increase 2.02% annually, 
faster than the increase in most other sectors. Total monthly wage payments 
resulting from the low commercial development scenario would grow from $7,516 
in’ 1985:'to"$3327328 in. 2005, 


Wages in the wholesale and retail trade sector would rise from $844 per 
month in 1985 to $1,188 per month in 2005. Total wage payments would increase 
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Table 4.33 Total Regional Wage and Personal Income Impact 
Projections by Industrial Sector as a Result of the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario® 


—_— eer: eae O .R 


Average Annual 


Compound 
Wages and Employment, by Year Percent Change 
Industrial Sector 
and Income Categories 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
——— EEE 
Mining i 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 2,157 2,349 2,559 2,787 3,036 172 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 0 983 1,810 3,151 3,151 _b 5.70 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) O 2,309,067 4,631,790 8,781,837 9,566,436 _b Venez 
Contract Construction 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 2,625 2,859 3,114 3,367 3,695 Tee 1.73 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 185 1,562 2,126 154 160 22.26 -22.79 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 485,625 4,465,758 6,620,364 518,518 591,200 29.85 -21.46 
Manufacturing 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 893 973 1,060 1,154 1,257 1.73 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 0 20 4] 45 46 -b 1.16 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 0 19,460 43,460 51,930 57,822 -b 2.90 
Transportation, Communications, 
and Utilities 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 1,879 2,047 2,296 2,501 pesee 2.02 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 4 54 104 119 122 38.52 1.61 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 7,516 110,538 238,784 297 ,619 332,328 41.32 3.36 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 844 919 1,002 1,091 1,188 op pe Davie 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 20 319 606 671 694 40.65 tess 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 16,880 293,161 607,212 732,061 824,472 43.09 3e11 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 925 1,007 1,097 1,195- 1,302 1.72 123 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 4 45 90 102 107 36.53 ib sess 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 3,700 45,315 98,730 121,890 139,314 38.88 3.50 
Services 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 767 835 910 991 1,079 1.72 Veg2 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 12 197 393 457 475 41.75 1.91 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 9,204 164,495 357 ,630 452,887 512,525 44.19 3.66 
Government 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 931 1,014 1,144 1,246 E's sy! 2.08 Dore 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 23 359 700 836 884 40.71 2.36 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 21,413 364,026 800,800 1,041,656 1,199,588 43.64 4.12 
Nonfarm Proprietors (NFP) 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 1,230 1,340 1,459 1,590 WS 7/3! 1.72 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 9 211 409 455 472 46.47 1.44 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 11,070 282,740 596,731 723,450 817,032 48.99 3.19 
Other Labor Income (OLI) 
Average Monthly OLI (1980 $) 106 115 126 137) 149 1.74 1.69 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Recipients 274 3,588 6,086 5,982 6,122 36.35 0.06 


Total OLI (1980 $) 29,044 412,620 766,836 816,534 912,178 38.73 1.75 
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Table 4.33 (Cont'd) 
ee lll al tle ei i nena cg 


Average Annual 


Compound 
Wages and Employment, by Year Percent Change 
Industrial Sector 
and Income Categories 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 


ee nn nnn nn nn enn enn a a ee earnest cesin eer eemeypeeneeaeeeaseiiiemaanaesstomecnsesnistiasesbeapstbeaaseasnssemasenabtsinatount-anemansamentass 


Other Labor Income (Cont'd) 
Average Property Income 


(1980 $) 141 156 170 185 202 1.89 1.74 
Population 550 7,288 13,537 14,515 15,034 37.76 1.05 
Total Property Income 

(1980 $) 77,550 1,136,928 2,301,290 2,685,275 3,036,868 40.36 2.81 


Total Monthly Personal Income 
(1980 $) 662,002 9,604,108 17,063,627 16,226,657 17,989,763 38.40 05a3 


Average Monthly Per Capita 
Income (1980 $) 1,204 1,318 1,261 Ve a Wee! 1,197 -0.46 -0.52 
Se 


®The number of employees by industrial sector presented in this table may not equal the total industrial 
sector employment presented in Table 4.32 because these personal income projections may include communities 
that are not in the critical impact area (i.e., do not satisfy the 5% growth criteria). 


bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


by a factor of 49 between 1985 and 2005. The total monthly Wage payment in 
the sector of $824,472 would be the third largest produced by the low 
commercial development scenario. 


The average monthly wage in the finance, insurance, and real estate 
sector would increase from $925 in 1985 to $1,302 in 2005. Total monthly wage 
payments would grow at annual rates of 38.88% from 1985 to 1995 and 3.50% from 
1995 to 2005, reaching a total of $139,314 in 2005. 


In the services sector, the average monthly wage would increase from 
$767 in 1985 in $1,079 in 2005. The wage in this sector would be the lowest 
of any sector throughout the 20 year period. Total monthly wage payments due 
to the low scenario would be $512,525 in 2005 — 56 times greater than the 
total wages paid in 1985. 


With annual increases of 2.08% from 1985 to 1995 and 1.72% from 1995 to 
2005, the average monthly wage in the government sector would grow more 
rapidly than in any other sector. The average wage would be $1,357 per month 
in 2005. Total monthly wage payments would grow from $21,413 in 1985 to 
$1,199,588 in 2009. In 2005, the total Wages payment would be second only to 
the mining sector. 


Nonfarm proprietors would have monthly wages of $1,230 in 1985 and 
$1,731 in 2005. The 48.99% annual increase from 1985 to 1990 in total wage 
payments would be the largest of any sector. Total monthly wages paid would 
grow from $11,070 in 1985 and $817,032 in 2005. 


226 


Other labor income would increase from $106 monthly in 1985 to $149 in 
2005. As the number of recipients would be 22 times greater in 2005 than in 
1985, total other labor income would grow from $29,044 to $912,178 during the 
20 year period. 


Average property income would increase from $141 in 1985 to $202 in 
2005. Total property income would increase by a factor of 39 during the same 
period. 


The total monthly personal income in the region, as a result of the low 
commercial scenario developments, would grow from $662,002 in 1985 to 
$17,989,763 in 2005. Most of this increase would occur from 1985 to 1995, 
with only an 0.53% annual increase thereafter. The average monthly per capita 
income would fluctuate throughout the 20 year period, eventually declining 
seven dollars between 1985 and 2005. 


4.2.2 County-Level Socioeconomic Impact Analysis of the Nine STSA 
Developments 


The projected impacts of the tar sands projects in the low commercial 
development scenario on each county are described in this section. Popula- 
tion, household, economic base, employment, housing, public and private 
infrastructure, fiscal, social and cultural, recreational, and Indian 
reservation impacts are discussed. In each instance, the projected impacts 
are expressed in terms of the difference between the baseline projections and 
the low commercial development scenario. 


4.2.2.1 Population and Housing Impacts 


Figure 4.3 illustrates the change in population that would occur in 
each county due to the tar sands projects proposed under the low commercial 
development scenario. A summary of the population and household impacts in 
each county is presented in Table 4.34. Further detail of the population and 
household impacts by community and CCD can be found in Tables 4.35 through 
4.41. Only those CCDs where significant changes would occur are included 
separately, but all CCDs are included in the county totals presented in Table 
4.34. All projections are presented as a change from the baseline forecast 
and thereby, only reflect the population and household growth attributable to 
the development of the low commercial scenario projects in the region. 


Carbon County 


Carbon County is forecast to experience the greatest growth in 
population under the low development scenario. The additional population 
attributable to the low scenario would total 9,137 in 2005, an increase of 120 
times over 1985. The highest rate of increase (107.09% annually) would occur 


av | 


10000 


ESE Carbon 


8000 


6000 


4000 


Change in Population 


2000 





1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Window Years 


Fig. 4.3 Change in County Populations Due to the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario 


between 1985 and 1990. School-age population would grow somewhat more rapidly 
than the total population, while the number of households would grow slightly 
less rapidly. Retirement-age population would jump from the baseline level in 
1985 to 292 more in 2005. 


The distribution of the change in population in the county from the low 
commercial development scenario would generally reflect the distribution 
projected in the high scenario. The East Carbon CCD would have the fastest 
growth in population. The cities of East Carbon and Sunnyside would have 
additional populations of 2,009 and 706, respectively, in 2005 due to the low 
scenario. The population of the incorporated area in the CCD would remain at 
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Table 4.34 Summary of Population and Household Impact Projections 
by County - Low Commercial Development Scenario® 


-_ OOOO C3 eee 


School-Age Retirement—Age 

Population New Households (5-17) Population (265) Population 

Change Average Change Average Change Average Change Average 

County and from Annual from Annual from Annual from Annual 
Window Years Baseline 2% Change® Baseline 2% Change* Baseline % Change® Baseline yA Change? 


—_— ee eee 
Carbon County 


1985 76 - 28 ~ 15 - 0 - 
1990 2,895 107.09 1,034 105.81 612 109.96 54 _b 
1995 6,677 18.19 past by hc} 16.03 1,649 21.93 141 21.16 
2000 8,811 5.70 2,454 2.44 2,541 9.03 293 15.75 
2005 9,137 0.73 2,538 0.68 2,792 1.90 292 -0.07 
Duchesne County 
1985 : 97 - 36 - 18 - 0 - 
1990 311 26.24 98 22.18 59 26.80 0 -b 
1995 372 3.65 102 0.80 93 9.53 2 -b 
2000 423 2.60 115 2.43 132 7.26 6 24.57 
2005 433 0.47 121 1.02 140 1.18 12 14.87 
Emery County 
1985 12 - 4 - 2 - 0 - 
1990 747 128.45 . 267 131.68 158 139.62 14 -b 
1995 1,731 18.30 564 15.38 428 22.06 37 21.45 
2000 1,151 -7 .84 321 -10.08 332 -4.95 38 0.53 
2005 1,193 0.72 331 0.62 365 1.91 38 0 
Garfield County 
1985 0 = 0 - 0 - 0 - 
1990 29 ab 10 -b 6 8 1 =P 
1995 114 31.49 37 29.91 28 36.08 2 14.87 
2000 124 1.70 35 -1.11 36 5.15 4 14.87 
2005 129 0.79 36 0.57 39 1.61 4 0 
Grand County 
1985 125 - 46 - 24 - 0 - 
1990 2,559 82.91 914 81.82 541 86.46 48 a 
1995 2,878 2.38 937 0.50 TUL 5.62 61 4.91 
2000 2,477 -2.96 690 5.94 714 0.08 82 6.10 
2005 2,569 0.73 714 0.69 785 1.91 82 0 
Uintah County 
1985 164 60 - 31 - 0 - 
1990 588 29.09 185 25.26 112 29.29 1 -b 
1995 689 3.22 190 0.53 172 8.96 5 37.97 
2000 771 y pe Bf 209 1.92 241 6.98 11 17.08 
2005 787 0.41 219 0.94 254 1.06 22 14.87 
Wayne County 
1985 0 = 0 - 0 - 0 - 
1990 159 _b 57 _b 34 _b 3 _b 
1995 1,076 46.58 350 43.76 266 53.10 23 50.29 
2000 758 -6.77 201 -9.63 219 -3.81 25 1.68 
2005 786 0.73 *218 0.65 240 1.85 25 0 


®computed as average annual compound percent change from previous window year. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.35 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Carbon County - Low Commercial Development Scenario? 


Ora 
Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 


Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


nnn nen nn re see er a ene eS SSS Sa SSS iss ss csstsguessssstissssutstusnsssesemse 


East Carbon Census 
County Division (CCD) 


East Carbon CCD Total 


Population 19 821 1,867 2,624 ve be 

Households 7 293 608 Mito) 754 
East Carbon 

Population 14 608 1,382 1,942 2,009 

Households Spe 217 450 541 558 
Sunnyside 

Population 5 213 485 682 706 

Households 2 76 158 190 196 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 


Helper Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Helper CCD Total 


Population 7 219 480 468 482 

Households 3 78 156 130 134 
Helper 

Population 4 131 288 281 289 

Households 2 47 94 78 80 
Scofield 

Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 3 88 192 187 193 

Households 1 31 62 52 54 


Price Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Price CCD Total 
Population 49 1,855 4,331 5,719 5,940 
Households 18 663 1; 4T1 1,593 1,650 
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Table 4.35 (Cont'd) 


Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Price Census County 
Division (CCD) (Cont'd) 


Price 
Population $2 1,206 2,815 3,717 3,861 
Households 12 431 917 1,035 1,073 
Wellington : 
Population 9 334 780 1,029 1,069 
Households 3 119 254 287 297 
Hiawatha 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 8 315 736 972 1,010 
Households 3 113 240 271 athe 





40nly those county census divisions (CCDs) and communities that satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.34). 


>Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


baseline levels. The Price CCD would have the largest increase in population, 
growing from 49 in 1985 to 5,940 in 2005. Price would have about two-thirds 
of the additional population, with Wellington and the unincorporated areas of 
the CCD dividing the remainder. In the Helper CCD, Helper would have 289 more 
people, the unincorporated areas would have 193 more people, and Scofield 
would remain at its baseline level in 2005. The change in the number of 
households would shift with the change in population throughout the county. 


Duchesne County 


The population of Duchesne County is projected to increase as a result 
of the low scenario, throughout the 20 year period. The rate of population 
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increase, however, would decrease during the same period. This is clearly 
illustrated in Table 4.34 and Fig. 4.3 where the population expands rapidly 
between 1985 and 1990 (26.24Z) but then the rate of growth declines from 3.65% 
annually to 0.47%. The number of new households would grow from 36 in 1985 to 
ler (its cule School-age population would increase 678% between 1985 and 
2005. Retirement-age population would grow from zero in 1990 to 12 in 2005. 


Almost all of the change in population would occur in the Roosevelt 
CCD. Of the 433 additional people in the county in 2005, 425 are projected to 
reside in the Roosevelt CCD. The city of Roosevelt would account for over 
half of this growth, while the unincorporated areas and Myton would have 
lesser amounts. The change in the Duchesne CCD would increase from one person 
and no households in 1985 to eight people and two households in 2005. All of 
this growth would take place in the city of Duchesne (see Table 4.36). 


Emery County 


The change in the population of Emery County attributable to the low 
commercial scenario would jump from 12 in 1985 to 1,731 in 1990, but it would 
then decline to 1,193 in 2005. The net result would be a population increase 
of almost 100 times that projected for 1985 during the 20 year period. Table 
4.34 shows that the number of households would follow a similar pattern, 
albeit with exaggerated increases and decreases. School-age population would 
grow more rapidly than total population, climbing from two in 1985 to 365 in 
2005. Retirement-age population would increase from zero in 1985 to 37 in 
1995 and would change little thereafter. 


As seen in Table 4.37, the largest change in the county population 
would occur in the Castle Dale-Huntington CCD, but the fastest change would 
occur in the Green River CCD. In the Castle Dale-Huntington CCD, the 
population would total 705 in 2005. The cities of Castle Dale, Huntington, 
and Orangeville would experience the greatest changes, while Cleveland, the 
unincorporated areas, and Elmo would change by lesser amounts. In the Green 
River CCD, population would grow by a factor of 269 from 1985 to 1995, after 
which it would drop by 50%. Of the 454 additional people in the CCD in 2005, 
390 would be in Green River and 64 would be in the unincorporated areas. The 
Emery-Ferron CCD is expected to experience much less change. Ferron would 
incur about three-fourths of the projected population change and Emery would 
be impacted with the remainder. 


Garfield County 


The additional population of Garfield County generated by the low 
scenario would jump from zero in 1985 to 114 in 1995. Between 1995 and 2005, 
the population would continue to increase, but at less than 12% annually. The 
number of households would grow from zero in 1985 to 37 in 1995 and fluctuate 
thereafter. School-age population would have highest rate of growth during 
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Table 4.36 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Duchesne County - Low Commercial Development Scenario? 


senanereinn nniidbenprsnteeoenonsenptdecheeaeintrenpere opine corr einniesoesi-ce ee 
Change from Baseline Populafton 


and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
So ancien ES SRO oe ae ee A eens ane he ane 
Duchesne Census | 


County Division (CCD) 
Duchesne CCD Total 


Population 1 5 6 7 8 
Households 0 2 2 2 2 
Duchesne 
Population 1 5 6 i 8 
Households 0 2 2 2 yA 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Roosevelt Census County 
Division (CCD) 
Roosevelt CCD Total 
Population 96 306 366 416 425 
Households 35 97 101 113 118 
Roosevelt 
Population 58 184 220 250 255 
Households 21 58 61 68 71 
Myton 
Population 3 9 11 12 13 
Households 1 3 3 3 4 
Altamont 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 36 113 135 154 Tey: 
Households 13 36 37 42 44 


donate iene esr ri pn a 
20nly those county census divisions (CCDs) and communities that satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.34). 


bTotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.37 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Emery County - Low Commercial Development Scenario? 





Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 


Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Castle Dale-Huntington Census 
County Division (CCD) 


Castle Dale-Huntington 


CCD Total 
Population 8 385 622 681 705 
Households 3 138 203 190 196 
Castle Dale 
Population 3 135 218 238 247 
Households 1 48 rit 67 69 
Cleveland 
Population 0 23 37 41 42 
Households 0 8 ie 11 12 
Elmo 
Population 0 15 25 27 28 
Households 0 6 8 8 8 
Huntington 
Population 2 96 156 — 170 176 
Households 1 35 51 48 49 
Orangeville 
Population Z 96 156 170 176 
Households 1 35 51 48 49 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 19 31 34 2 
Households 0 7 10 10 10 
Emery-Ferron Census 
County Division (CCD) 
Emery-Ferron CCD Total 
Population 0 67 33 32 33 
Households 0 24 11 9 9 


Clawson 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 4.37 (Cont'd) 





Change from Baseline Population 


and Households, by Year” 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Emery-Ferron Census County 
Division (CCD) (Cont'd) 


Emery 
Population 0 17 8 8 8 
Households 0 6 3 2 2 
Ferron 
Population 0 50 25 24 vas 
Households 0 18 8 7 Zz 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Green River Census 
County Division (CCD) 
Green River CCD Total 
Population 4 295 1,076 438 454 
Households 1 105 350 122 126 
Green River 
Population 3 254 925 377 390 
Households 1 90 301 105 108 
Unincorporated Areas 
Population 1 41 151 61 64 
Households 0 15 49 17 18 





20nly those county census divisions (CCDs) and communities that satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.34). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


235 


any five year period; between 1990 and 1995 the change would be 36.08%. The 
change in retirement-age population would be small, growing from zero in 1985 


to four in 2005. 


All of the population in the county would be in the Escalante CCD 
(Table 4.38). About 90% of the change would be in Escalante. The rest of the 
additional population would be in Boulder; the unincorporated areas would 
remain at baseline levels. Households would be distributed the same as the 


population. 


Table 4.38 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Garfield County - Low Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline Population 


and Households, by Year? 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Escalante Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Escalante CCD Total 


Population 0 29 114 124 129 

Households 0 10 37 35 36 
Boulder 

Population 0 3 11 ys 13 

Households 0 1 4 4 4 
Escalante 

Population 0 26 103 112 116 

Households 0 9 33 32 32 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 





20nly those county census divisions (CCDs) and communities that satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.34). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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Grand County 


In Grand County, the population produced by the low commercial develop- 
ment scenario would swell from 125 in 1985 to 2,559 in 1990 -—- an 82.91% 
annual increase. Table 4.34 shows that the population would then shift up and 
down before settling at 2,569 additional people in 2005. The number of new 
households would grow less rapidly than total population, but school-age 
population would grow continuously during the 20 year period. Retirement-age 
population would increase from zero in 1985 to 82 in 2000. 


Over 95% of the change in population in the county would occur in the 
Thompson CCD. The population of the CCD would total 2,453 in 2005. The 
number of households would grow to 681 in the same year (see Table 4.39). 


Uintah County 


The population of Uintah County would increase from 164 above baseline 
in 1985 to 787 above baseline in 2005. This growth would be continuous, but ~ 
at declining rates throughout the period (see Table 4.34). Similarly, the 
number of new households would grow from 60 in 1985 to 219 in 2005. School- 
age population would grow more rapidly than total population, especially 


Table 4.39 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Grand County - Low Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline Population 
and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Thompson Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Thompson CCD Total 
Population 123 2,510 2,770 2,369 2,453 
Households 45 896 902 660 681 





40nly those county census divisions (CCDs) and communities that satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.34). 


bTotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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between 1995 and 2005. Retirement-age population would at least double every 
five years during the 20 year period, reaching 22 in 2005. 


Table 4.40 indicates that the change in population in the county would 
be split roughly evenly between the Uintah Ouray CCD and the Vernal CCD. 
About two-thirds of the growth in the Uintah Ouray CCD would occur in the 
unincorporated areas, while the rest would take place in Ballard. In the 
Vernal CCD, the change in population and households would be divided equally 
between the city of Vernal and the unincorporated areas. 


Wayne County 


In Wayne County, the low commercial development scenario would result 
in sudden shifts in population during the 20 year period. Population, shown 
in Table 4.34, would grow from zero in 1985 to 1,076 in 1995, but it would 
drop to 786 in 2005. The number of new households and school-age population 
would follow this trend. Households, however, would increase slightly less 
rapidly then total population, while school-age population would increase 
slightly more rapidly. Retirement-age population would jump from three in 
1990 to 23 in 1995, with little change between 1995 and 2005. 


All of the changes in Wayne County would occur in the Hanksville CCD 
(see Table 4.41). 


4.2.2.2 Economic Base and Employment Impacts 


The projected changes to the economic base and employment of the 
counties in the region are described in this section. Figure 4.4 illustrates 
the change in employment for each county caused by the low commercial 
development scenario. Table 4.42 provides a summary of the total employment 
impacts by county. As stated previously, the employment effects of the low 
scenario tar sands projects are presented herein as a change from the baseline 
conditions. 


Total Employment Impacts by County 


All seven counties are forecast to realize an increase in total 
employment over the baseline in each window year; four counties are forecast 
to realize a continuous increase in employment throughout the study period 
while three counties are projected to grow through 1995 before declining. 


Carbon and Grand counties would experience particularly rapid employ- 
ment growth in the 1985-1995 time frame; their annual growth rate would be 
54.85% and 34.742, respectively. Besides a large percentage growth, the 
actual level of employment in these two counties, from the development of the 
low scenario projects, is also large. This is evidenced by the fact that in 
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Table 4.40 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
‘for Uintah County - Low Commercial Development Scenario? 





Change from Baseline Population 


and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


Uintah Ouray Census 
County Division (CCD) 


Uintah-Ouray CCD Total 





Population 51 322 363 394 400 

Households 19 102 100 107 lll 
Ballard 

Population 20 129 145 158 160 

Households 8 4l 40 43 44 
Unincorporated Areas , 

Population: 31 193 218 236 240 

Households ry 61 60 64 67 


Vernal Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Vernal CCD Total 


Population 113 267 326 377 387 

Households 42 84 90 102 108 
Vernal 

Population 57 134 163 189 194 

Households yal 42 45 51 54 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 57 134 163 189 194 

Households 21 42 45 NT 54 


estes 


20nly those county census divisions (CCDs) and communities that satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.34). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.41 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Wayne County - Low Commercial Development Scenario® 


RE ohn pce a ea 
Change from Baseline Population 


and Households, by Year 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
RE EE ES Ro YT 


Hanksville Census Count 
Division (CCD) 


Hanksville CCD Total 
Population 0 159 1,076 758 786 
Households 0 57 350 211 218 


LL LC egestas 


80nly those county census divisions (CCDs) and communities that satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 4.34). 


brotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


the year 1995 the employment level in Carbon County is projected to be 3,330 
workers above the baseline, while in Grand County the employment level would 
be 1,361 workers above the baseline. Only Carbon County is expected to 
realize large employment growth through the year 2005, with 3,913 more workers 
than that projected under the baseline conditions. Duchesne, Garfield, and 
Uintah counties are the other counties expected to realize employment growth 
throughout the period; 92 workers above the baseline are projected in 2005 for 
Duchesne, 52 in Garfield, and 405 in Uintah. 


Three counties are forecast to have no additional employment due to the 
low scenario tar sands projects in 1985 but expand substantially between 1985 
and 1995. Emery County is expected to have 290 additional workers in 1995, 49 
additional workers are projected for Garfield County, and 790 in Wayne 
County. Each of these counties but Garfield County, however, is projected to 
realize a decrease in employment requirements between 1995 and 2005. This is 
shown in Table 4.42. 


Figure 4.4 graphically illustrates these county employment trends. 
Carbon County is expected to absorb the greatest amount of employment 
growth: precipitating this growth is the Sunnyside STSA, the largest tar sand 
development included in the low commercial scenario. Employment in the region 
as a whole would rise from 250 workers above the baseline in 1985 to a level 
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Fig. 4.4 Change in County Employment Levels Due to 
the Low Commercial Development Scenario 


of 6,111 more workers in 2005. This would represent a 38.04% annual growth 
rate in the 1985-1995 period followed by a negative 0.27% rate of change in 
the 1995-2005 time frame. Carbon County would account for around 65% of the 
regional employment growth in 2005. 


Employment Impacts by Industrial Sector 


A description of the employment impacts by industrial sector is 
presented in Tables 4.43 through 4.49. A discussion of each county impact is 
presented below. 
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Table 4.42 Summary of Total Employment Growth by County 
Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario 


arnccccmc cnc n ccc ccm r rr en SS eS 


Change in Employment, by Year Average Annual Compound 
(No. of Workers) Percent Change 

County 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 

RES a ae 
Carbon County 42 1,597 3,330 3,838 3,913 54.85 1.63 
Duchesne County 16 62 76 89 92 16.86 1.93 
Emery County 0 202 290 219 229 =b -2.33 
Garfield County 0 14 49 51 52 -b 0.60 
Grand County 69 1,385 1,361 1,023 1,044 34.74 -2.62 
Uintah County 123 363 383 403 405 12.03 0.59 
Wayne County 0 124 790 370 376 _b -7.16 
Total 250 3,747 6,279 5,993 6,111 38.04 -0.27 





*Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bUndefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office 
(June 1983). 


Carbon County 


The employment generated by the low commercial scenario would increase 
by a factor of 93 in Carbon County between 1985 and 2005. Employment would 
total 3,913 workers in the county in 2005, well over 60% of the total change 
in employment in the region. The growth rates from 1985 to 1995 and from 1995 
to 2005 would be the highest and second highest, respectively, of any county 
in the region. 


Table 4.43 indicates that the contract construction sector would have 
the greatest change from baseline employment in 1985, 1990, and 1995. Mining 
would have the greatest change in 2000 and 2005, accounting for about half of 
the total employment of the county. The services sector would increase at an 
annual rate of 60.72% between 1985 and 1995, the highest rate of any sector. 
The 8.45% annual increase in the mining sector between 1995 and 2005 would be 
the greatest of any sector. Contract construction would be the only sector to 
have a decrease in employment from 1995 to 2005, falling at an annual rate of 
21.962. 
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Table 4.43 Changes in Carbon County Employment Resulting from the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario® 





Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 





by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 ab =? 
Mining 0 501 888 1,999 1,999 -b 8.45 
Contract Construction 28 539 1,157 94 97 45.08 -21.96 
Manufacturing 0 10 23 31 32 -b 3.36 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 1 24 55 74 77 49.29 3.42 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 4 141 321 429 445 55.04 3.32 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 1 22 51 69 72 48.17 3.51 
Services 2 97 230 313 325 60.72 3.52 
Government 5 169 388 535 562 54.52 3.77 
Nonfarm Proprietors 2 94 217 293 304 59.79 3.43 
Total 42 £597 4359907 3,098 3,913 54.85 1.63 





®Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Duchesne County 


Total employment would increase by 16 workers in 1985 and 92 in 2005 as 
a result of the low commercial development scenario. While the annual 
increase of 16.86% between 1985 and 1995 would be the second smallest in the 
region, the annual increase of 1.93% between 1995 and 2005 would be the 
greatest in the region. Duchesne County would be one of only two counties to 
have less than 100 additional workers in 2005. 


Table 4.44 illustrates that the government sector and the wholesale and 
trade sector would have the largest employment of any sector throughout the 20 
year period. There would be no changes in agriculture or mining, and the five 
other sectors would have changes of less than 10 workers. Nonfarm proprietors 
would be the fastest growing sector between 1985 and 1995. Government would 
be the fastest growing sector between 1995 and 2005. 
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Table 4.44 Changes in Duchesne County Employment Resulting from the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario? 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector Paes 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 =» ab 
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0 -b 
Contract Construction 1 3 4 5 5 14.87 2.26 
Manufacturing 0 2 2 Z 2 _b 0 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 1 3 3 4 4 11.61 2.92 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 5 21 24 27 27 16.98 1.18 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 1 3 ae 4 4 11.61 2.92 
Services 2 9 11 13 13 18.59 1.68 
Government 5 17 22 28 30 15.97 3.15 
Nonfarm Proprietors 1 6 rf 8 8 21.48 134 
Total 16 62 76 89 92 16.86 1.93 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 


bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Emery County 


Table 4.45 shows that the total employment in Emery County attributable 
to the low commercial development scenario is projected to rise and then fall 
between 1985 and 2005. Employment would jump from zero workers in 1985 to a 
peak of 290 workers in 1995. It would then decrease, at an annual rate of 
2.33%, to 229 workers in 2005. 


Contract construction would have the greatest change from baseline 
employment in 1990. Government would have the greatest change in subsequent 
window years. Employment in the manufacturing; transportation, communication, 
and utilities; finance, insurance, and real estate; services; and government 
sectors would double between 1990 and 2005. In Emery County, as with all 
other counties, the agriculture sector would remain at baseline levels 
throughout the 20 year period. | 
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Table 4.45 Changes in Emery County Employment Resulting from the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario® 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 _b = 
Mining 0 21 21 21 21 _b 0 
Contract Construction 0 77 17 12 13 =) -2.65 
Manufacturing 0 1 4 2 2 _b -6.70 
Transportation, Communication, b 
and Utilities 0 6 14 12 12 - -1.53 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 27 67 46 47 -b -3.48 
Finance, Insurance, and | 
Real Estate 0 3 8 5 6 -b -2.84 
Services 0 13 34 24 25 - -3.12 
Government 0 30 71 57 61 - 1.51 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 23 54 40 42 _b -2.48 
Total 0 202 290 219 229 -> -2.33 





8Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Garfield County 


The change in employment caused by the low commercial development 
scenario in Garfield County would be the smallest in the region. Employment 
would grow from zero workers in 1985 to 52 in 2005, with most of this increase 
occurring by 1995 (see Table 4.46). The mining sector would account for 30 
additional workers in 1995, 2000, and 2005, and the contract construction 
sector would account for 10 additional workers in 1990. No other sector would 
have more than six more workers in any window year. 


Grand County 


In Grand County, the low commercial development scenario is expected to 
produce the second largest changes in employment in the region. Employment 
would be 20 times greater in 1990 than in 1985. Between 1990 and 2005, 
employment would decline 2.62% annually, totaling 1,044 workers in 2005. 
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Table 4.46 Changes in Garfield County Employment ap ni from the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario? 


Cn ne meee eerie Snes chenasteepnsssiinspetinnisisiaciuonasiensaishdsbideseniatinspessg mene 


Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Sn ee 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 _b _b 
Mining 0 0 30 30 30 -b 0 
Contract Construction 0 10 1 1 1 -b 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 0 0 0 _b a 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 0 0 1 1 1 -b 0 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 1 5 5 a b 0 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 0 0 1 1 1 _b 0 
Services 0 1 3 3 3 ~b 0 
Government 0 I 5 6 6 -5 1.84 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 1 3 4 4 _b 2.92 
Total 0 14 49 51 52 -b 0.60 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bUndef ined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Over 60% of the employment in the county in 1985 and 1995 would be in 
the contract construction sector. Table 4.47 indicates that the mining sector 
would be the largest in 1995, 2000, and 2005, accounting for over half of 
total employment. The government sector would grow most rapidly between 1985 
and 1995, increasing at an annual rate of 39.04%. Mining and government would 
be the only sectors to increase between 1995 and 2005. 


Uintah County 


In Uintah County, the low commercial development scenario would produce 
employment for 123 additional workers in 1985, the highest total in the region 
in that year. Employment would grow 12.03% annually from 1985 to 1995 -—- the 
smallest growth in the region -- and 0.56% annually from 1995 to 2005. 
Contract construction would account for 102 of the workers in 1985, while 
mining would be the largest sector with 280 workers between 1990 and 2005. 
Other sectors would have less than 50 workers each. The most rapid percentage 
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Table 4.47 Changes in Grand County Employment Resulting from the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario? 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 -b -b 
Mining 0 181 471 581 581 -b 2012 
Contract Construction 51 825 429 26 on 23.73 -24.16 
Manufacturing 0 6 8 7 z -b -1.33 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 1 16 19 ce, 17 34.23 “1.11 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 5 105 124 108 112 37.86 -1.01 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 1 14 17 15 15 32.75 -1.24 
Services 3 56 70 62 65 37.02 -0.74 
Government 5 108 135 129 139 39.04 0.29 
Nonfarm Proprietors 4 75 88 77 80 36.22 -0.95 
Total 69°) P3857 1,361: 1,023.;.- 1, 044 34.74 -2.62 





4Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


growth between 1985 and 1995 would be in the government sector. Between 1995 
and 2005 the most rapid percentage growth would be in the finance, insurance, 
and real estate sector (see Table 4.48). 


Wayne County 


The employment generated by the low commercial development scenario 
would increase from zero workers in 1985 to 376 workers in 2005. This growth 
would be the most rapid in the region from 1990 to 1995, but employment would 
decrease 7.16% annually between 1995 and 2005. Table 4.49 shows that one 
sector would dominate the new employment opportunities projected for the 
county in each year. In 1990 and 1995, contract construction would have at 
least 65% of the total employment. In 2000 and 2005, mining would have 65% of 
the total employment. Mining would be the only sector to increase between 
1995 and 2005. 
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Table 4.48 Changes in Uintah County Employment Resulting from the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario? 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 -b -b 
Mining 0 280 280 280 280 -b 0 
Contract Construction 102 6 7 8 9 ~23.50 2.54 
Manufacturing 0 1 1 1 1 -b 0 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities . 1 4 4 5 5 14.87 2526 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 6 18 21 24 25 13.35 1.76 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 1 2 3 3 4 11.61 2%92 
Services 5 17 20 Zo 24 14.87 1.84 
Government 8 28 37 47 49 16.55 2.85 
Nonfarm Proprietors 2 7 9 10 10 16.23 1.06 
Total 123 363 383 403 405 12.03 0.56 





*Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


Personal Income Impact Projections 


The total personal income projections by county are presented in Table 
4.50. These projections are based upon a forecast of per capita income and 
population growth. Per capita income for the years 1985-2005 was derived by 
aggregating the average monthly wage levels by industrial sector and assuming 
that (1) the personal income component would remain at the same proportion as 
the national level and (2) the average annual rate of growth would remain 
constant. See Appendix A for a detailed description of the methodology. 


The per capita income levels for the region are shown in the first line 
of Table 4.50. Per capita income is projected to increase from $14,448 in 
1985 to $15,132 in 1995 but then decrease to $14,364 in 2005. The annual rate 
of increase in the first 10 years would be 0.46% with a -0.52% decline in the 
final 10 years. A description of county trends follows. 


Total personal income in Carbon County is projected to grow from $1.1 
million in 1985 to $131.24 million in 2005. The annual increase of 2.65% 
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Table 4.49 Changes in Wayne County Employment Resulting from the 
Low Commercial Development Scenario? 








Change from Baseline Employment, Average Annual 
by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985<1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 -b 3p 
Mining 0 0 120 240 240 ~b 7.18 
Contract Construction 0 102 511 8 8 _b -34.01 
Manufacturing 0 0 3 AARON -b -3.97 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 0 1 8 6 6 -b -2.84 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 0 6 ah 32 33 -b -2.84 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 0 1 7 5 5 -b —3531 
Services 0 4 25 19 20 -> -2.21 
Government 0 6 42 34 37 -» -1.26 
Nonfarm Proprietors 0 5 31 23 24 -b -2.53 
Total Ose PFOA" 1622990° 9970" 4 1376 - -7.16 





“Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bUndefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


between 1995 and 2005 would be the largest in the region. From 1990 through 
2005 the additional personal income projected for the county would be the 
largest in the region. 


In Duchesne County, total personal income would grow from $1.4 million 
in 1985 to $6.2 million in 2005 due to the low commercial development 
scenario. Most of this increase would occur from 1985 to 1995, with 1% annual 
increases in the following 10 years. Duchesne County would have the second 
highest level of additional personal income in the region in 1985, but by 
2005, only one other county would have a smaller level of total personal 
income. 


Total personal income in Emery County (from the low commercial scenario 
projects) is forecast to grow from $0.2 million in 1985 to $17.1 million in 
2005. After increasing at an annual rate of 65.49% between 1985 and 1995 to a 
peak of $26.2 million, total personal income would decrease 4.15% annually 
through 2005. The rate of increase from 1985 to 1995 and the rate of 
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Table 4.50 Total Personal Income and Per Capita Income Projections 
by County - Low Commercial Development Scenario 





Average Annual 








Income and Population, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County Population 
and Income Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Per Capita Income (1980 $) 14,448 15,816 1 fe py fF 13,416 14,364 0.46 0.52 
Change from Baseline, 
Carbon County 
Population 76 2,895 6,677 8,811 9,137 56.45 Ske 
Total Personal Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 1.10 45.79 101.04 118.21 131.24 meee Be 2.65 
Change from Baseline, 
Duchesne County 
Population 97 311 322 423 433 14.39 1.53 
Total Personal. Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 1.40 4.92 5.63 5.67 6.22 14.93 1.00 
Change from Baseline, 
Emery County 
Population 12 747 jar ps $ | 1,151 1,193 64.40 -3.65 
Total Personal Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 0.17 11.81 26.19 15.44 17.14 65.49 -4.15 
Change from Baseline, 
Garfield County 
Population 0 29 114 124 129 -3 1.24 
Total Personal, Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 0 0.46 1.73 1.67 1.85 -3 -0.67 
Change from Baseline, 
Grand County 
Population 125 2,559 2,878 2,477 2,569 36.84 -1.13 
Total Personal Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 1.81 40.47 43.55 33.23 36.90 37.45 -1.64 
Change from Baseline, 
Uintah County 
Population 164 588 689 771 787 15.44 1.34 
Total Personal _ Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 2eoW. 9.30 10.43 10.34 11.30 15.97 -0.80 
Change from Baseline, 
Wayne County 
Population 0 159 1,076 758 786 -4 -3.09 
Total Personal Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 0 “hire Gough Vey. daaeaaah UE be felealis 0 ioe peal -3.59 
®Undefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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decrease from 1995 to 2005 in Emery County personal income would each be the 
greatest in the region. 


Garfield County is projected to have total personal income increase 
from the baseline level in 1985 to $1.85 million more than the baseline in 
2005. Throughout the 20 year period, total personal income in the county 
would be the smallest in the region. 


Total personal income in Grand County (from the low commercial scenario 
projects) would reach a peak of $43.6 million in 1995 and drop to $36.9 
million in 2005. The total personal income of $1.81 million in 1985 would be 
the greatest in the region. After 1985, the county would have the second 
highest level of total personal income in the region. 


As a result of the low scenario, total personal income in Uintah County 
would grow from $2.4 million in 1985 to $11.3 million in 2005. Most of this 
growth would occur between 1985 and 1990, with only slight growth thereafter. 


Total personal income in Wayne County is forecast to grow from Zero in 
1985 to a peak of $16.3 million in 1995. After 1995, total personal income 
would decrease 3.59% annually to $11.3 million in 2005. 


4.2.2.3 Public and Private Infrastructure Effects 


The projected effects of the low commercial development scenario on the 
public and private infrastructure in the region are described in this 
section. The rate of change in infrastructure demands is described first, 
followed by a discussion of the magnitude of the impacts. Housing, education, 
health care, public safety, and utility services are included in the analysis. 


Rate of Change in Infrastructure Demands 


Table 4.51 identifies the growth in the projected infrastructure 
demands resulting from the low commercial development scenario between 1985 
and 2005. The change is expressed as a cumulative growth factor rather than 
percent change because, in many instances, the demand in 2005 would be many 
times greater than the demand in 1985. The projected demand for housing 
created by the low scenario is presented in more detail in Appendix C, Table 
C.2, which includes CCD and community data. 


Carbon County is projected to have the greatest increase in housing 
demand in the region. The demand for single-family units would be 90 times 
greater in 2005 than in 1985, the demand for mltifamily units would be 76 
times greater, and the demand for mobile homes would be 91 times greater. The 
East Carbon and Price CCDs would grow more than twice as rapidly as the Helper 
CCD. Of the 1,523 additional single-family units in the county in 2005, 990 
would be in the Price CCD, 453 would be in the East Carbon CCD, and 81 would 
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Table 4.51 Infrastructure Service Demand Growth Factors 
Precipitated by the Development of the Low 
Commercial Scenario Tar Sands Projects 





Cumulative Growth Factors, 1985-20052 


Carbon Duchesne Emery Grand Uintah 





Infrastructure Category County County County County County 

Housing 

Single family units 90 3 66 15 4 

Multifamily units 76 3 50 15 4 

Mobile homes 91 5, 83 15 4 
Education 

Students 186 8 183 33 8 

Classrooms 112 6 15 32 6 

Teachers 112 6 15 32 6 


Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 19 1 3 6 2 
Long-term care = oe = - - 
Medical personnel 


Doctors 6 1 1 * 1 
Dentists 5 1 1 2 1 
Nurses 16 1 3 5 2 
Public health nurses 2 1 1 1 1 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 
Mental health workers 1 1 1 1 1 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 19 1 3 6 2 
Patrol cars 19 1 3 6 2 
Jail floor space 120 4 100 20 5 
Juvenile holding cells 2 1 1 1 1 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 1 1 1 1 
Emergency medical 
technicians 2, 1 1 1 1 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 118 4 96 20 5 
Supply capacity 115 4 113 20 5 
Storage capacity 123 5 112 20 5 
Treatment capacity 115 4 113 20 5 
Sewage system capacity 111 4 44 19 5 
Other Services 
Park land area 55 = 8 16 5 
Libraries 
Books 120 4 99 21 5 
Floor space 120 4 100 20 5 





8Growth factors for Garfield and Wayne counties were undefined. 


bundefined. 


Zoe 


be in the Helper CCD. The city of Price would have the largest increases, 
followed by East Carbon. The most rapid rate of increases would occur in East 
Carbon and Wellington. 


In Duchesne County, housing demand would increase over 200% between 
1985 and 2005. Most of this growth would take place from 1985 to 1995. 
Aimost all of the housing demand would be in the Roosevelt CCD. For single- 
family units in 2005, the demand in the Roosevelt CCD would be 71 while the 
demand in the Duchesne CCD would be two. In the Roosevelt CCD, most of the 
demand would occur in Roosevelt or the unincorporated areas with minor changes 
in Myton. All of the housing demand in the Duchesne CCD would be in the city 
of Duchesne. 


The additional housing demand in Emery County created by the low 
commercial development scenario would grow between 1985 and 2005 by factors 
ranging from 50 to 83. Most of the growth would occur in the Castle Dale- 
Huntington CCD. The demand for single-family units in the Castle Dale- 
Huntington CCD would increase from two in 1985 to 118 in 2005. Castle Dale, 
Huntington, and Orangeville would have the largest demands in the CCD. 
Housing demand, especially for single-family units, would also substantially 
increase in the Green River CCD. Little additional demand for housing is 
projected to take place in the Emery~Ferron CCD. 


All of the housing demand in Garfield County would occur in the 
Escalante CCD. While housing demand would remain at baseline levels in 1985, 
an additional 22 single-family units, 6 multifamily units, and 9 mobile homes 
would be needed in 2005. Escalante would experience most of the increased 
demand, with Boulder needing three single-family units and one multifamily 
unit and one mobile home in 1995 through 2005. 


Grand County is projected to have the second largest housing demand in 
the region between 1990 and 2005. Single-family units would increase from 28 
in 1985 to 429 in 2005. Over 45% of the housing demand in the county during 
the 20 year period would be in the Thompson CCD. 


Housing demand in Uintah County would increase 267% as a result of the 
low scenario. This demand would be split between the Uintah Ouray CCD and the 
Vernal CCD. Single-family units in the Uintah Ouray CCD would increase from 
12 in 1985 to 67 in 2005, with about two-thirds of this growth occurring in 
the unincorporated area and one-third in Ballard. The demand for single- 
family units in the Vernal CCD is projected to grow from 26 in 1985 to 65 in 
2005, divided evenly between Vernal and the unincorporated areas of the CCD. 


In Wayne County, housing demand for single-family units would grow from 
zero in 1985 to 131 in 2005. The demand would decline after reaching a peak 
in 1995. All of the housing demand produced by the low commercial development 
scenario would occur in the Hanksville CCD. 


EE 
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Education would grow more rapidly than any other infrastructure 
category. The number of students would increase by as much as 186 times in 
Carbon County and 183 times in Emery County between 1985 and 2005. The demand 
for classrooms and teachers would increase by at least 500% in each county 
during the same period. 


Health care services would grow at a markedly slower rate. Only in 
Carbon and Grand counties would the demand for hospital beds and medical 
personnel increase by more than a factor of three between 1985 and 2005. The 
number of mental health workers needed in 2005 would be twice as great as the 
number needed in 1985 in five counties. 


The demand for public safety services created by the low scenario would 
differ depending on the service. Jail space would need to expand 100 times or 
more in Carbon and Emery counties between 1985 and 2005. In the same period, 
the number of police officers and patrol cars would double in Duchesne County 
and be 19 times greater in Carbon County. There would be little change in the 
demand for juvenile holding cells, ambulances, and emergency medical 
technicians. 


The growth in the demand for utility services would be comparable to 
the growth in the demand for educational services. Water system and sewage 
system needs would range from 19 times to 123 times in 2005 than in 1985 in 
Carbon, Emery, and Grand counties. The same is true of the demand for library 
services attributable to the low commercial development scenario. Park 
service demands would be at least 200% greater in 2005 than in 1985 in each 
county in the region. 


Magnitude of Impact Caused by Low Commercial Scenario 
Development Infrastructure Demands 


Summaries of the changes in the infrastructure service demands 
resulting from the low commercial scenario are presented in Tables 4.52 
through 4.58. In Carbon County, the low scenario would account for no more 
than 50% of the total demand (baseline and scenario) for any service 
throughout the 20 year period (Table 4.52). About 1% of the new demand for 
housing, education, utility, and library services in 1985 would be generated 
by the low commercial development scenario. In 2005, half of the clinical 
psychologists and juvenile holding cells and 22% of the long-term care 
hospital beds would be needed as a result of the low scenario. For all other 
services, between 33% and 39% of the demand would be attributed to the low 
commercial scenario projects. 


Less than 10% of the additional demand for housing, education, utility, 
library, and selected health and public safety services in Duchesne County 
would be the result of the low commercial development scenario. About 2% of 
housing, education, utility, and library services in 1985 and 8% of those 
services in 2005 would be required because of the low scenario. Table 4.53 
shows that half of the demand for the mental health care services and juvenile 
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Table 4.52 Summary of the Changes in Carbon County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario? 


ee a 


1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in LaO' Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in h of Demand Change in hb of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment De mand Total 


aR a cee a 


Housing units 


Single family 15290 17 ies Poo AKG 621 2260 25596 1,305 35/3 We) 1,473 36.8 2,636 ZS 36.6 
Multifamily B23 5 es 532 156 Pap dco If DE, 327 315} 55) 632 369 36.9 659 381 36.6 
Mobile homes 538 7 3 886 259 PASS) 998 544 B55 [O58 614 36.8 1,098 635 36.6 
Education 
Students 1,924 1S 0.8 3,824 612 I Bqts! 4,824 1,649 55 4,624 2,541 3555 4,724 72 [Sz SW/5)! 
Classrooms 77 1 ihe 5S yes) 14.0 UGS} 66 3) 55 185 102 S15}q 5 189 2 Sh oe 
Teachers : 77 1 hss} 153 Zs 14.0 193 66 23) 185 102 Sie) 189 2 SW hE 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care ES) 1 6.3 25 6 19.4 29 14 3226 30 18 Sl oS) 31 is, 
Long-term care 23 0 0 39 3 Heel 39 6 WL Shois) 39 V2 Is S) 43 2 PAN fs) 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 5 1 16.7 8 2 20.0 9 5 S}5)67/ 9 6 40.0 10 6 BWI AS 
Dentists 4 1 20.0 7 2 Up dee 8 4 333538) 8 5 38 .4 8 5 SKolas) 
Nurses Ls) 1 eli ill 5 OTe Ze 12 Be 25 LS VWios 26 16 38.1 
Public health nurses 2 1 S\S)q3) 1 2576.0 3) 2 40.0 3} 2 40.0 4 2 3365 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 l 50.0 2 1 Bisia3 2, l 3\3}5.3. 2 1 33.3 2 l 33-9 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers WS: 1 (53) 25 6 19.4 29 14 32.6 30 18 S7/ha5 31 19 38.0 
Patrol cars 15 1 6.3 25 6 Or Zo, 14 32.6 30 18 M/s Si) 19 38.0 
Jail space (sq ft) So IAs} 38 1.0 6,161 1,448 19.0 7 Meu 35338 31.8 e306 4,406 37/756 asi) 4,569 SWEAT 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 50.0 2 1 S369 2) 1 sisigs) 2 2 50.0 2 2 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 3,000/ 1,000/ Ze) 3,000/ 1 PSXOY 36.8 3,000/ 2,500/ ASE) 3,000/ 3,000/ 50.0 3,000/ 3,000/ 50.0 
duration (hr) 10 4 10 7 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 1 33)58 3 1 72'3).(0, 3 2 40.0 3 2 40.0 4 2 Sh58° 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 7 3355! 21 7 25.0 21 14 40.0 21 14 40.0 28 14 3963 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 2590 25 1a) SOUS: 934 Loe) 4,620 75S NBYS} Hh ot! 4,714 2,843 37.6 4,872 2,948 SHAG T/ 
Supply (108 gal/d) Shots 0.1 DAG 6.4 oS ORO 7.4 Boh Si 55 4.5 Sf oS 7.8 4.7 37 .6 
Storage (10° TES, aS) Or 5.0 io 0.7 17.9 3ol/ bot SoS} 3.8 23 SW/ od) 329 Pat Shehsil 
Treatment (10 al/d) 3.8 0.1 2.6 6.4 Les alo) 7.4 3.4 Mies os Aah SW aS os! 4.7 She 
Sewage system (10~ gal/d) 0.7 0.1 2D Wo? 0.3 20.0 1.4 Oat Sse iD 0.9 S/S oS 0.9 SAS 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 45 1 Zed 74 18 19.6 86 4] 3255 88 53 37.6 9] 55 WP 7 
Libraries 
Books 14,812 Sy 1.0 24,642 5), 790 ORO 28,642 She SiayA Silas INS) P2307. O22. 37.6 30,202 18,274 Si/ 37) 
Space (sq ft) 3/5/03 38 1.0 6,161 1,448 oO ely 35339 Shilote 7,306 4,406 SiO 7 Siu 4.569 SW) ay, 
4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, bNumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 4.53 Summary of the Changes in Duchesne County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario® 


BS ea sheet a A ae a Nn 


1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
ac ee 2000 
Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline ; 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in h of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in - OL Demand Change in 4 of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment? Demand Total 


a a 


Housing units 


Single family 1,007 Japs Doi O72. 59 ow R055 62 sl 1,088 69 6.0 eso 73 6.0 
Multifamily 252. 6 Peo) 268 10s Bes) 264 16 Sa7/ 273 18 6.2 285 19 6.3 
Mobile homes 420 9 ial 447 25 363) 439 26 5.6 454 29 6.0 475 31 6s! 
Education 
Students epasys 18 1.4 1,924 59 Sol) 2,244 93 4.0 1,824 32. Gri, Tees: 140 if $5. 
Classrooms By 1 1.9 77 3) 3.8 90 4 Lin 6 73 6 TG 69 6 8 .0 
Teachers . Syil 1 1.9 77 3 Siete} 90 4 4.3 73 6 Hale 69 6 8.0 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 11 1 Sa 13 1 Tol 13 1 Hes! 2 1 Ui oil 11 ] 8.3 
Long-term care 6 0 0 9 l 10.0 14 1 Giet, 18 1 Sas 24 l 4.0 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 1 20.0 4 1 20.0 4 1 20.0 4 1 20.0 4 1 20.0 
Dentists 3 1 250 1 20.0 1 20.0 3 l PBS A, 3 l PAS 0) 
Nurses 9 1 10.0 11 l Sa3 11 1 83 10 l Bis il 10 l Dol! 
Public health nurses 2 1 33}o3) 2 l ides 1 S13h55' 2 1 3ish55) 2 1 3363 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 1 l 50.0 1 ] 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 ] 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 11 1 Sis 13 1 ie ifs! 1 Holl 12 l Thed! 11 1 8.3 
Patrol cars ll i sh! ils! 1 all 13 1 7 All 12 l Tf sl ial l 8.3 
Jail space (sq ft) 2,608 49 1.8 3,033 156 4.9 3,058 186 367 2,863 PND 6.9 PA TAO) 20, 724 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 50.0 1 l 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 50.0 1 SOO 
Fire protection 
Water flow (gpm) / 2,500/ 1,000/ 28.6 3,000/ 1,000/ 2560 3,000/ 1,000/ 2 Nel) 2,500/ 1,000/ 28.6 2,500/ 1,000/ 28.6 
duration (hr) 10 “4 10 10 10 4 10 4 10 4 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 1 3}8}5 38) 2 1 s13y,3 2 1 $)3}5 3) 2 1 333)5,51 2 1 Boo 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 7 3}3}53' 14 7 ssig 3! 14 7 3355 14 7 sain8' 14 7 ses! 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 1,683 32 bod it .C)Syy/ 101 4.9 L hays} Ad este! 1,847 iL Sh7/ 6.9 1,744 140 Tah 
Supply (108 gal/d) Ped Ort 3.6 Sed 0.2 6.1 Ban Dis S68, 3.0 0.2 es Pats Ore On7 
Storage (10° Bees ihe! Orel Holl eo) Om Dies, 1.6 0.1 Noe) as 0.1 6-3 1.4 Oren 6.7 
Treatment (10 gal/d) 2.7 0.1 3.6 3.1 0.2 6.1 D2 0.1 ee) 3.0 0.2 6.3 2.8 0.2 6.7 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) 0.5 Oral 16.7 0.6 0.1 Tae3 0.6 0.1 14,3 0.6 Or 14.3 0.5 0.1 6c 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 32 1 3.0 37 2 5.0 a) 3 125 35 3 7.9 33 3 Re 
Libraries 
Books 10,430 194 1.8 12,130 622 4.9 12,230 744 Dist 11,450 846 6.9 10,810 866 ThA 
Space (sq ft) 2,608 49 1.8 3,033 156 4.9 3,058 186 5.7 2,863 212 6.9 2,703 217 7.4 
I 
2Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, bNumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 4.54 Summary of the Changes in Emery County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario* 


256 


a a 





1985 1990 1995 2000 | 2005 
Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in h% of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment De mand Total 
Housing units 
Single family 382 0.8 448 161 26.4 472 339 41.8 448 193 30.1 412 199 3226 
Multifamily 96 1 1.0 [Lit 41 26.8 118 85 41.9 NW 49 30.4 103 50 B32 
Mobile homes Sy, 1 0.6 187 67 26.4 197 141 Hila Tf 187 81 30.2 72 83 SY45S 
Education 
Students 816 2 On2 1,416 158 10.0 1,716 428 20.0 1 5 Sls 332 18.0 e516 365 19.4 
Classrooms 33 1 258) 57 7 TOSS 69 18 BOG 61 14 PSew 61 es LO 
Teachers> 33 1 BS) 57 Uf 10.9 69 18 RO I/ 61 14 eke 7 61 15 19.7 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 6 1 W438} 7 2 WD Idesp 8 4 hos 7 3 30.0 7 3 30.0 
Long-term care 6 0 0 6 1 14.3 6 2 Za) 4 2 33538) 4 2 3858 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 2, 1 B33 3} 1 PS) 30) 3 2. 40.0 2 1 33S 2 1 3353 
Dentists 22 1 33.53 2 1 358) 2 1 Baie 2 l 3358 2 1 BIS Ae: 
Nurses 5 1 16.7 6 2 25.0 7 3} 30.0 6 2 P20) 6 3 3365 
Public health nurses 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 SOO 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health workers l 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 6 l 14.3 7 2 DP 72 8 4 33}53! 7 3 30.0 i, 3 30.0 
Patrol cars 6 1 14.3 7 2 IAD a 8 4 Whos 7 3} 30.0 7 3 30.0 
Jail space (sq ft) L305 6 OF 1,695 374 i Sreu 1,815 866 BiZeS. 1,640 576 26.0 P55 0 597 PAT ete: 
Juvenile holding cells l 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 it 1 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ iL SOY) 1,000/ 36.4 2 ,000/ 1,000/ 3363) 2,000/ i 2 Sey/ SKlo5 2,000/ 1,000/ S}s\n8' 2,000/ 1,000/ Bao 
duration (hr) 7 4 8 4 8 5 8 4 8 4 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 7 7 Wo 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 7 if 50.0 7 7 50.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 842 4 Om 1,094 241 18.1 eae DY) 3205 1,058 372 26.0 1,000 385 228 
Supply (108 gal/d) Ibs! 0.1 onl 1.8 0.4 18.2 eo 0.9 By oll Weed 0.6 Zor ois 0.6 P| pe 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.7 Orel 125 0.9 On2 18.2 0.9 0.4 30.8 0.8 O83 Zits 0.8 Oss 2ilees 
Treatment (10 gaia) hos! 0.1 heal 1.8 0.4 hiss 572 Las) 0.9 SyAal! Mod ORG AX 51h 6 0.6 Dee 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) 0.3 Ort BSho3) OFS 0.1 D0 0.4 0.2 35035 Os Orn BS 0) OFS 0.1 25.0 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 16 1 DGy, Dal 5 Thetl Die. at B68 20 7 25.9 19 8 29.6 
Libraries 
Books Seis 24 0.5 6,778 1,494 iNest If 2 ake} 3,462 S2e5 6,558 2,302 26.0 6,198 2,386 2158 
Space (sq ft) 1,305 6 Oe 1,695 374 Orel Oe) 866 S265 1,640 576 26.0 Ie 550 597 27.8 


ee NS es SSSSSSSNSNG SSS 


*Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


bNumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 
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Table 4.55 Summary of the Changes in Garfield County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario? 


eS a a i a a lM | 
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in wOL Demand Change in 74 {one Demand Change in Ay OL Demand Change in 2% Of. Demand Change in h of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment De mand Total Increment Demand Total Increment? De mand Total 


ree eee eee ee EE ES 


Housing units 


Single family 139 0 0 eye) 6 Bes) 241 23 8.7 AUT zal 70 Se, De 6.5 
Multifamily 35 0 0 50 2 3.8 61 6 9.0 70 7.9 80 6 Ae, 
Mobile homes 58 0 0 83 3 has 101 10 9.0 116 9 Tied 133 9 DAS 
Education 
Students 128 0 0 328 6 8 428 28 6.1 528 36 6.4 628 39 5.8 
Classrooms 6 0 0 14 1 6.7 18 2 10.0 22 2 ores 26 2 ei! 
Teachers . 6 0 0 14 l 6.7 18 22 10.0 jp 2 Sie3 26 2 eel 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 2 0 0 2 1 S{s}3! 3 1 25.0 3 1 SSO 4 1 20.0 
Long-term care 3 0 0 3 1 25.0 | 1 250) l 1 50.0 2 1 33.33 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 50.0 
Dentists 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50 .0 
Nurses 2 0 0 2 l B33 2 1 3365 3 l PA e0, 3 1 7B) 
Public health nurses 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 0 1 1 50.0 i 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 l l 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 2 0 0 2 1 33/63 3 1 25.0 3 1 BESO 4 l 20.0 
Patrol cars 2 0 0 2 1 3963 3 1 200) 3 1 25.0 4 1 20.0 
Jail space (sq ft) 314 0 0 464 1S Shea 564 57 O52 664 62 Se 764 65 7.8 
Juvenile holding cells 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 1,000/ 0/0 0 1,000/ 1 ,000/ 50.0 1,250/ 1,000/ 44.4 25 O/ 1,000/ 44.4 1,500/ 1,000/ 40.0 
duration (hr) 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 6 4 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 0 0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 l 1 SUK 
Emergency medical 
technicians 7/ 0 0 7 7 50.0 / 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 203 0 0 300 10 Diez 364 37 ot 429 41 he // 493 42 7.9 
Supply (10 gal/d) 0.3 0 0 0.5 0.1 M67 0.6 0.1 14.3 0.7 0.1 12RD 0.8 ORI ier! 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.2 0 0 Oez Onl a565 ORS Oe! PISA 0) 0.3 0.1 ASL 0.4 0.1 20.0 
Treatment (108 ae OFS 0 0 ORS Onl Grew, 0.6 Veil 14.3 Ory Of oS 0.8 ON] ie eal 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) Or 0 0 OF 0.1 50.0 OFT On 50.0 0.1 OF 50.0 One Ord 33.3 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 4 0 0 6 1 Ass} 7 l 2 3 8 1 bsak 10 l 9.1 
Libraries 
Books e254 0 0 1,854 58 3.0 De 4 228 9.2 2,654 248 8.5 3,054 258 Z8 
Space (sq ft) 314 0 0 464 15 oil 564 Sy) Oe 664 62 SD 764 65 hts: 
LLL LLL LLL Le a Sec 
*Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coorainators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 4.56 Summary of the Changes in Grand County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario? 





ee 
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in ~% of Demand Change in h of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 
ne aS oe a a teense _ sa a coal tlle ae el ea, Se 
Housing units 
Single family == 0)5) 28 -¢ 11 549 98.0 47 563 9253 11 414 97.4 59 429 87.9 
Multifamily =23 7 -<¢ 3 138 97.9 12 141 92.2 3 104 SW oi LS 108 87 .8 
Mobile homes 39 We -<¢ 5 229 ie 20 235 922 5 7s 97.2 1s, 179 87.7 
Education 
Students 99 24 19.5 479 541 DS60 599 TAMA SAGs 479 714 59.8 529 785 59 a, 
Classrooms 4 1 20.0 20 22 52.4 24 29 st) 20 29 59.2 22 32 59.63 
Teachers 4 1 20.0 20 22. 5 2ie4 24 29 54.7 20 29 5 OiaZ 22 32 59.3 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 0 1 100.0 1 6 85.7 1 6 Soyer, 1 5 835 1 6 B5ey, 
Long-term care 2 0 0 2 2 50.0 2 5 60.0 2 4 66.7 2 4 66.7 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 0 1 100.0 l 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 
Dentists 0 1 100.0 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 
Nurses 0 1 100.0 1 5 ais: l 5 Sa 1 5 83.3 1 5 83.3 
Public health nurses 0 1 100.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 0 1 100.0 1 1 50.0 1 l 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 l 50.0 
Mental health workers 0 1 100.0 1 50.0 l l 50.0 1 I 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 0 1 100.0 1 6 85.7 1 6 Soe 1 5 83.3 1 6 B57, 
Patrol cars 0 1 100.0 1 6 S507 1 6 85.7 1 3 Sono 1 6 S50 
Jail space (sq ft) =220 63 -< 5 1,280 99.6 110 1,439 92.9 45 e239 9625 130 1,285 90.8 
Juvenile holding cells 0 1 100.0 1 l 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 l 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm) / 0/0 1,000/ 100.0 1,000/ 1h, SiO) 63.6 1,000/ 1,750/ 63.6 1,000/ 1,500/ 60.0 1,000/ Os, 63.6 
duration (hr) 4 4 7 4 7 4 6 4 7 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 0 1 100.0 1 I 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 0 7 100.0 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 7 7 50.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections -142 41 -¢ 3 826 S96 71 929 eae 29 800 96.5 84 829 90.9 
Supply (10° gal/d) NG2 0.1 -¢ Oral Nios 92.9 0.1 553 93.8 0.1 igs! 92.9 0.1 ss 92.9 
Storage «10° oa = (ao Ol -° Ole! Ore7 Sia Ded 0.7 Sie 0.1 0.6 II 7/ 0.1 0.7 87.5 
Treatment (10° gal/d) = (ry Oral -¢ 0.1 Hos! 2 0.1 le gts! 0.1 53} 92.9 Or Fes 92.9 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) er 0.1 -c el 0.3 75.0 0.1 0.3 75.0 0.1 0.2 66.7 0.1 0.3 75.0 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) =) 1 -¢ 1 16 94.1 2 18 90.0 l 15 9553 2 16 88.9 
Libraries 
Books -882 250 -¢ 18 De LLS 99.6 438 Dey / Ne 92.9 178 4,954 96.5 518 5,138 90.8 
Space (sq ft) = 22) 63 = b) 1,280 99.6 110 1,439 92.9 45 1,239 965> 130 285 90.8 


ee eS aaa eae 


4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-l 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 4.57 Summary of the Changes in Uintah County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario? 


se tec Si a ne nh Ss SS ee I A a Dl a 


1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario Projected Low Scenario 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline z 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in 4% of Demand ‘ Change in ~% of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 


SS SS Se a | 


Housing units 


Single family 1,014 36 Balt 1 Syl E72 HO 6.8 1,560 114 6.8 1,566 126 7.4 1 ,608 132 7.6 
Multifamily 254 9 3.4 378 28 Oreo 390 29 6.9 392 32 Use “402 3)5 I Ae 
Mobile homes 423 15 3.4 630 47 6.9 650 48 6.9 653 53 Uns 670 3); Tf ts 
Education 
Students 1,400 31 Dawe 3,010 12 3.6 Bao 72 4.4 3,020 241 74 2,790 254 823 
Classrooms 56 2 3.4 2 5 4.0 151 7 4.4 Wei 10 7.6 ae 1 tie, 
Teachers | 56 2 3.4 aii 5 4.0 Isyil 7 4.4 2a 10 7.6 i 11 8.9 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 1 1 8.3 18 2 10.0 19 2 Dod 7/ 10.5 16 2 ile ey 
Long-term care 10 0 0 Pel 1 ea '3) 29 1 S58 aS 1 Patek 42 1 ° 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 1 20.0 6 1 14.3 6 l 14.3 6 1 14.3 5 1 16.7 
Dentists 3 1 25.0 5 1 16.7 5 1 Me 7/ 5 1 NG7/ 4 l 20.0 
Nurses 9 1 10.0 15 1 6.3 16 2 Weil 15 2 11.8 14 2 iW aais. 
Public health nurses 2 1 S18} 2 1 shales P2 1 $3h53) 2 1 SSieo Z 1 SS 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 50.0 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 1 50.0 1 l 50.0 1 l 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers ul 1 Bes! 18 1 51.3 19 1 5.0 17 2 1035 16 2 k= 
Patrol cars 11 1 Sie 18 1 53 19 1 5.0 ny; 2: Om 16 2 Lil 
Jail space (sq ft) A072 82 Soll 4,402 294 6.3 4,672 345 6.9 B22 386 8.4 SOae 394 oe 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 50.0 2 1 Boes 2 1 3363 2 1 S}S)53: 1 1 ORG 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 2,500/ 1,000/ 28.6 3,000/ 1 ,000/ Ae 3,000/ 1,000/ 25.0 3 ,000/ 1,000/ 25.60) 3,000/ 1,000/ 25.0 
duration (hr) 10 4 10 4 10 4 10 4 10 4 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 1 B58! 2 1 BSe5 2 1 Boies 2 1 B33 2 1 3353 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 i 333 14 7 3350 14 7 Epes | 14 7 Sed 14 7 oh Pye 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 1,679 53 Shall 2,841 190 6.3 BeOS 22S 6.9 D7 Sil 249 8.4 2,479 254 9.3 
Supply (10° gal/d) 2e/ 0.1 Sel 4.5 0.3 6.3 4.8 0.4 Holl 4.4 0.4 Bhs 4.0 0.4 9.1 
Storage (10° eS, 1.3 0.1 Holl Phe 3) 0.2 8.0 2.4 0.2 ott Bea On2 8.3 2.0 Oee dell 
Treatment (10 pals a) 74) / Boil 3.6 4.5 0.3 6.3 4.8 0.4 Holl 4.4 0.4 8.3 4.0 0.4 Saal 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) 0.5 Onl 16.7 0.9 Or! 10.0 Oo Orsi 10.0 0.8 0.1 re 0.8 Oe! Ie 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 52 1 BO 53 4 P30) Dis 5 8.1 ol! 5 8.9 47 5 9.6 
Libraries 
Books 10,408 328 Bis! 17,608 1,176 6.3 18,688 1,378 6.9 16,928 1,542 325 15,368 1,574 933 
Space (sq ft) 2,602 82 Sigil 4,402 294 6.3 4,672 345 O5y ane SD 386 8.4 3,842 394 9.3 
SSS 
4Developed from guidelines ea by the Department of Commnity and Economic Development, Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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a. 


County/Service Category 


Housing units 
Single family 
Multifamily 
Mobile homes 


Education 
Students 
Classrooms 
Teachers 


Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 
Long-term care 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 
Public health nurses 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 
Mental health workers 


Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail space (sq ft) 
Juvenile holding cells 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hr) 


Emergency Medical Service 


Ambulances 
Emergency medical 
technicians 


Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 
Supply (10° gal/d) 
Storage (10° gal/d) 
Treatment (10® patie) 
Sewage system (10 


Other Services 
Parks (acres) 
Libraries 

Books 
Space (sq ft) 


gal/d) 


Projected 

Baseline 
Demand 

Increment 


Ne 


— — 


418 
105 


Table 4.58 Summary of the Changes in Wayne County Infrastructure Service 
Demands Resulting from the Low Commercial Development Scenario® 


1985 
Low Sc 


Change in 
Demand 


oS 


(aye) 


(= ge Bl bil 


oo 


CeCrconc) 


(Sieh te het =: 


0 


enario 


4 of 
Total 


oo (je) (Ss) 


o oOo © 


S71 


OS Oro 


Sle (Once) 


0 


Projected 

Baseline 
Demand 

Increment 


ee 


1990 


Low Scenario 


Change in 
Demand 


35 
9 
15 


—— — pe 


% of 
Total 


Projected 

Baseline 
Demand 

Increment 


KH EK & 


1,318 
330 


1995 


Low Scenario 


Change in 
Demand 


a ee 


Peis? 
538 


i (oye 
Total 


Projected 

Baseline 
Demand 

Increment 


m— PO — = 


1,678 
420 


2000 


Low Scenario 


Change in 
Demand 


mM Oe ee 


Sys 
379 


75, Cope 
Total 


260 


Projected 

Baseline 
Demand 

Increment 


Ke OR eR 


2,038 
510 


2005 


a ee eee 


Low Scenario 


Change in 
Demand 


240 


Ke oe Ee 


1572 
343 


% of 
Total 


TY 


Cee 


4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 


bNumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 


growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 
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holding cells and a third of the demand for public health nurses and emergency 
medical services in 2005 would be generated by the low scenario. 


The low commercial development scenario would cause less than 3% of the 
total demand for housing, education, and library services in Emery County in 
1985. Between 7.1% and 33.3% of the utility service demands would be induced 
by the low scenario in 1985. Table 4.54 indicates that by 2005, this is 
projected to change to 33% of housing, 20% of education, and 25% to 28% of 
utility and library services. About one-third of the total hospital beds, 
most medical personnel, police officers, patrol cars, and parks would be 
required by the low scenario in 2005. The low scenario would also account for 
half of the emergency medical services, juvenile holding cells, mental health 
care services, and public health nurses in the same year. 


In Garfield County, all of the service demands in 1985 would be the 
result of the baseline projections (see Table 4.55). Between 1990 and 2005, 
one quarter to one half of the demand for most health care and public safety 
services would be caused by the low scenario projects. The demand for all 
other services created by the low commercial development scenario would range 
from 1.8% of the students in 1990 to 12.5% of the park acreage in 1995. 


With the exception of education, most of the other services needed in 
Grand County in 1985 would be the result of the low scenario. In subsequent 
years, a lesser -- but still high -- proportion of the total demand would be 
attributed to the low commercial development scenario. Table 4.56 indicates 
that in 2005, the low scenario is projected to cause from 75% to 93% of the 
utility services demand, over 90% of the library services demand, 88% of the 
housing demand, 60% of the education demand, and from 50% to 91% of the health 
care and public safety demands. 


In Uintah County, the low commercial development scenario would produce 
3% of the housing, education, and library service demands in 1985. The low 
scenario would cause 3.6% to 16.7% of the utility service demands in 1985. 
This proportion would increase to about nine percent in 2005. For health care 
services, the low scenario would create none of the need for long-term care 
hospital beds in 1985 but half of the mental health care services throughout 
the 20 year period. Similar differences are expected for public safety 
services (see Table 4.57). 


All of the infrastructure service demands in Wayne County in 1985 would 
be the result of the baseline projections. But between 50% and 65% of. the 
demand for most services in 1995 would be created by the low commercial 
development scenario. Table 4.58 shows that in 2005, between 40% and 50% of 
the service demands are projected to occur in the low scenario. The sole 
exception would be long-term care hospital beds, where only 14.3% of the 
demand in 2005 would be due to the low scenario. 
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4.2.2.4 Indian Reservation Impacts 


The county and CCD totals presented in the previous evaluations of 
population, employment and infrastructure already include the impacts on the 
Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation. Those impacts specific to the reservation 
are identified and analyzed in the following section. The only impacts 
discussed are the population and household impacts, due to the fact that the 
UPED model did not provide personal income and employment figures for such a 
detailed geographic level. The necessary information was also unavailable to 
make public and private infrastructure projections. Total infrastructure 
demands on the counties and CCDs involved, however, do include the impacts in 
these categories which occur on the reservation. 


A survey was conducted by the Ute tribe appraising the attitudes of its 
members concerning possible energy developments in the Uintah Basin. It was 
found that the Utes had many of the same concerns and apprehensions that non- 
Indians had regarding possible energy development in the area. They were most 
concerned that their wilderness areas would be ruined (especially in the Hill 
Creek extension). They were also worried that pollution would increase and 
that already strained public services would be over-extended. They were, 
however, excited over the possibility that energy development would increase 
employment opportunities, stimulate the economy, and encourage young people to 
remain on the reservation. 


Under the low scenario, population growth is projected to increase 
steadily throughout the period. It is projected to increase from 66 above the 
baseline in 1985 to 397 in 2005; a 500% increase overall (see Table 4.59). 
Table 4.60 shows that the population growth caused by the proposed tar sands 
developments would account for between 2.5% and 11% of the total population 
growth on the reservation. The increase in population growth would be 
greatest from 1985 to 1995, when, on the average, it would increase by 18.3% 
each year. 


The number of households would also experience this steady increase 
throughout the period studied. From 1985 to 2005, it is projected that the 
number of households due to the tar sands developments would increase almost 
fourfold, from 24 to 110 above the baseline. Although the increase is steady 
throughout the 20 year period, the households projected under the low 
commercial scenario would never make up more than 6% of the total growth in 
households. 
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Table 4.59 Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts by Category and 
Window Year for the Low Commercial Development Scenario 
-- Uintah Ouray Indian Reservation® 








Percent Average Annual 
Change from Baseline, by Year Change Compound Percent Change 
Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Population 66 306 353 390 397 501.5 18.26 Tis 
Households (No. of units) 24 97 97 106 110 358.3 14.99 1.27 


8Reservation is defined as the unincorporated portions of the Roosevelt and the Uintah and 
Ouray Census County Divisions 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Table 4.60 Comparison of Population and Household Impacts 
on the Reservation: 


ce SS 


Socioeconomic Development Category 


Year and Cause of Change 


a ES 


1985 
Projected Baseline 
Low Scenario 
Number 
Percent of Total 
1990 
Projected Baseline 
Low Scenario 
Number 
Percent of Total 
1995 
Projected Baseline 
Low Scenario 
Number 
Percent of Total 
2000 
Projected Baseline 
Low Scenario 
Number 
Percent of Total 
2005 
Projected Baseline 
Low Scenario 


Number 
Percent of Total 


EEE ae 


Increment 


Increment 


Increment 


Increment 


Increment 


Population Growth 


Low Commercial Development 
Scenario and Baseline Projections 


3,197 


Bho El 
11.0 


Household Growth 


1,930 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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5 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
OTHER ENERGY PROJECTS IN EAST-CENTRAL UTAH 


There are numerous energy projects (other than tar sands) planned or 
projected for development in east-central Utah. This section analyzes the 
potential socioeconomic impacts of those "other" energy projects relative to 
the projected baseline conditions described in Sec. 2. The cumulative effects 
of the forecast population, employment, and infrastructure impacts on the tar 
sands projects are addressed in Sec. 6. 


5.1 MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS AND PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 


This section identifies and briefly describes the anticipated or 
planned energy projects located in the general proximity of the special tar 
sands areas (STSAs). Some of the projects analyzed, such as the oil shale 
developments, may compete not only for the socioeconomic resources in the 
region but also for land area, since they are located so close to one 
another. 


There are three types of energy developments considered herein: oil 
shale, tar sands, and coal mines. There are also four projects that do not 
fit into these categories, but are still included in the analysis. Table 5.1 
identifies each project and its respective facility size and annual manpower 
requirements. Construction and operation employment are presented when the 
data were available. A discussion of these developments on a project-by- 
project basis follows. 


51.1 Oil Shale Projects 


There are nine oil shale projects anticipated in east-central Utah. 
Total production from these projects is expected to reach 370,500 barrels per 
day (bb1/d). In 1995, a work force of 13,945 workers, primarily involved in 
plant operations, would be required. 


The Geokinetics-Lofreco project is an underground in-situ retorting 
project located at 11 separate sites in southeastern Uintah County. It is one 
of two Geokinetic projects in the area. Both operation and construction 
activities begin in 1984, and would require a total of 150 workers. Manpower 
would reach its peak in 1993 (200 for construction and 1,300 for operation) 
and remain at that level for the rest of the period studied. This project is 
presently designed for 50,000 barrels per day of shale oil production. 


The other Geokinetic project —- Agency Draw -- is located west of the 
Lofreco site, and on the eastern border of the Uintah and Ouray Indian 
Reservation in Uintah County. It is an aboveground retorting process. The 
demand for construction workers is projected to peak in 1986 at 1,040. From 
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Table 5.1 


Manpower Requirements for the Other Energy 
Developments Proposed in East-Central Utah 








a 
< 


Type of 
Project Development Project Size# 1982 1983 1984 19385 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 Loo2 1993 1994 1995 
(non imi ttn al a as SM ee ee ee 
Geokinetics Oil Shale 50,000 bbl/d Construction 0 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 169 180 200 200 200 
(Lof reco) Operation 0 0 130 260 390 520 650 780 910 1,040 Yolo 1,300 1,300 1,300 
Geokinetics Oil Shale 20,000 bbl/d Construction 0 0 480 780 1,040 0 0 320 120 0 0 0 0 0 
(Agency Draw) Operation 0 0 0 320 320 640 640 640 720 iz 720 720 720 720 
Syntana-Utah Oil Shale 57,000 bbl1/d Construction 0 240 950 Ligoe) 190 [25 700 Leoou 150 125 700 13350 65 0 
Operation 0 0 0 255 660 790 780 910 De290 1,400 1,400 12525 1 o7S 2,100 
EnerCor Pilot Oil Shale 5,000 bbl/d Construction 130 200 200 US) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Plant Operation 0 60 120 275 215 275 215 275 215 275 pag fie ae Bs 219 275 
Paraho Oil Shale 42,000 bb1l/d Construction 110 925 be 4 302 0:75 355 550 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 0 0 0 (apes 960 12100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 ee ewe, 1,100 
Tosco Oil Shale 45,000 bbl/d Construction 0 190 770 2602) 5.090 1,920 240 115 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 0 25 330 510 665 1,340 2,070 Paid Wats) pas Gods Poa 2 be ZeiaS 5 Ae = be Pid Bote 2,185 
Sohio Oil Shale 20,000 bbl/d Construction 0 0 0 0 0 450 saya: 215 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 445 820 820 820 820 820 820 
Magic Circle Oil Shale 31,500 bbl/d Construction 380 725 550 520 820 780 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 60 175 450 835 1,430 het bays 1,890 1,890 1,890 1,890 1,890 1,890 1,890 1,890 
White River Shale Oil Shale 100,000 bbl/d Construction 175 1,830 1,030 345 1030002 7390645035 3,795 2,940 2,880 1,620 280 0 0 
Operation 0 10 70 370 840 885 990 leo 1,865 par Be) 2,490 3,040 aie ete 35305 
Cand A) tar Sands Tar Sands 20,000 bbl/d Construction 45 0 125 200 pied) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 0 0 65 145 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 
Western Tar Sands Tar Sands 5,000 bbl/d Construction 25 0 O 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 4 4 4 0 0 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Chevron/Great Tar Sands nab Construction 0 0 1,000 2,400 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 e) 
National Operation 0 0 0 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 
Deserado Mine Coal Mine 2eUex 10° t/y Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 100 38 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 94 218 240 240 240 240 240 
Sunedco Coal Mine 5.0 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 UTS I )5) 328 495 589 655 750 775 re p UF re fe Ti 
U.S. Fuels Coal Mine© 2.2 x 10° by 10taL 0 0 163 169 194 394 369 344 568 568 568 568 568 568 
Western Reserve Coal Mine 0.3 x 10° Ciel ora. 0 0 0 0 0 40 40 40 40 LO 40 40 40 40 
Blazon Coal Mine 1.0 x 10® t/y Total 0 0 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 
UCO Coal Mine 0.7 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
First Western Coal Mine 0.3.x 10° t/y Total 0 0 40 35 30 20 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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TaULGe os) ‘CCont.d) 


ee eee 














Type of 

Project Development Project Size 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
a eS TTTTFTTOOOOtOCC"EEN9’—_ YS 
C and W Coal Mine 0.3 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 35 35 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 
Price River Coal Mine“ 1.9 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 
Coastal States Coal Mine 4.0 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 82 70 348 476 604 680 680 680 - 680 680 680 680 
Valley Camp Coal Mine© 2.6 x 106 t/y Total 0 0 0 234 199 210 210 210 ZO 560 560 560 560 560 560 
Beaver Creek- 

Hunt. Coal Mine© 0.3 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 25 25 Ze. 20 / 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Natomas Coal Mine© 0.4 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 165 146 1.0 114 oi. 82 78 78 78 78 78 78 
Utah Power and 

Light Coal Mine° NA Total 0 0 0 78 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 50 50 50 50 
North Horn Mtn. Coal Mine 1.0 x 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 89 123 eG: 162 195 234 281 337 
Kaiser-South Lease Coal Mine i aq 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 50 56 112 206 300 450 475 475 475 475 475 475 
Emery Co. - 

North, Central, 

and South 

Leases Coal Mine PeUex 10° t/y Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 136 162 103 124 149 178 214 257 
Bonanza Power Other 400 MW Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 380 506 781 692 300 0 0 0 

Piant — Unit 2 Operation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 20 66 80 80 80 80 
Water Development Other NA Construction 0 0 0 10 20 40 50 80 130 170 110 30 3 0 0 

Projects Operation Ome 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
White River Dam Other NA Construction 0 94 94 36 36 0) 0 0 0 0 6) 0 0) 0 0 

Operation 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 b) 5 5 5 2 5 5 
Ramex Other NA Construction 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Operation 0 0 Om a0) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 
Totals rd es 395,500 bbl/d Construction 0 1,009 4,254 6, 6011069 1 9,400 6,345 7,065 Ocal 4,339 3,967 2,830 1,333 265 200 
i ale 

Coal Mines 24.0 x 10° t/y Operation? 0 64 274 Ze Tae Snake C502 Ie 10,20 300 115985" 13 504 eel > oom Loman lame 60S Ly, Sal) 18.779 2192003 
Ri ner el a ee 1 

4bbl/d = barrels/day; x 10° t/y = million tons/year. decal mine employment requirements are included in the operation total because the 

data provided did not distinguish between construction and operation phases. 
Dna = not available. Moreover, mines often have relatively short construction time periods and employ 


construction workers that eventually become operations workers. 
CRepresents an expansion of existing coal mining activities. 


Source: Utah State Planning Coordinators Office, unpublished information (May 1983) and Utah State Energy Office, et al., Final Socioeconomic Technical Report, Uintah Basin 
Synfuels Development (Feb. 1983). 
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1991-1995, all manpower would be devoted to plant operations. Peak manpower 
requirements are expected to occur in 1986, when a total of 1,360 workers 
would be needed. Peak production for this project would be 20,000 barrels per 
day. 


The Syntana-Utah project is the second largest oil shale project 
proposed in Utah. Maximum production is currently scheduled to be 57,000 
barrels per day. Manpower requirements are projected to peak in 1989, with a 
total of 2,260 workers needed. Construction manpower requirements would 
fluctuate throughout the 12 year period: peaks would occur in 1985 (1,525), 
1989 (1,350), and 1993 (1,350) indicating a three-phase development program. 
Operation manpower would increase steadily to a maximum of 2,100 in 1995. The 
Syntana-Utah project is located on the Colorado border just outside of 
Bonanza, Utah. 


The EnerCor pilot plant project is the smallest oil shale project, with 
production of only 5,000 barrels a day. It is located on two sites: just 
east of the Lofreco project in Uintah County, and south of the Lofreco project 
on the border between Uintah and Grand counties. MThe four year construction 
program would be completed in 1985. Peak manpower requirements are forecast 
to occur in 1984; 320 workers are required in that year. Plant operations 
would require 275 workers from 1985 through 1995. 


The Paraho project is located on the southern edge of the Syntana-Utah 
project. Construction employment on this project would peak in 1985 when 
2,075 workers are needed; 725 additional workers would be required in this 
year for the operation phase. Plant operations would require 1,100 workers 
beginning in 1987. According to current plans, a 42,000 barrels per day plant 
is proposed. 


The Tosco oil shale project is located to the west of the Paraho 
project on the White River, southeast of Ouray. It is expected to produce 
45,000 barrels per day of shale oil when completed. This project would 
require the second largest construction work force of all oil shale projects; 
a peak of 3,590 workers would be required in 1986. Construction would be 
completed in 1989, the same year when 2,185 workers would be needed for plant 
operations. Manpower requirements peak in 1986 when 4,255 workers are 
scheduled to be employed. 


The oil shale project proposed by Sohio has only a three year 
construction schedule; however, it is designed to produce 20,000 barrels per 
day. Company plans indicate that construction would commence in 1987, with a 
1989 completion date. Manpower requirements are projected to peak in 1988 
when 1,525 workers would be required for construction. Plant operations would 
require 820 workers beginning in 1990. The Sohio project is located just 
south of Vernal, Utah. 


The Magic Circle project is south of the Tosco site. It would produce 
as much as 31,500 barrels per day of shale oil. Construction would cease in 
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1987 when the manpower requirements are projected to reach their peak of 
2,535. According to Magic Circle, plant operations employment would begin in 
1982 with 60 workers but would continue to expand until 1988 when 1,890 
workers are employed. 


The White River Shale project is the largest of the oil shale projects 
proposed in Utah with production of 100,000 barrels per day. It also has the 
largest construction and operation manpower requirements. Plant employment is 
scheduled to peak in 1989 when 5,080 workers would be needed. After 
construction is terminated in 1993, 3,355 workers would be needed for yearly 
plant operation. The White River Shale project is located southwest of the 
Paraho project and southeast of the White River Dam. 


5.1.2 Tar Sands Projects 


There are three tar sands projects anticipated in east-central Utah 
that are not directly analyzed in this report. According to the manpower 
profiles available, a total of 527.workers would be required to operate all 
three plants. Total production is scheduled to reach at least 25,000 bbl/d; 
the Chevron/Great National project was not included in this production figure 
(because an estimate was not available when this report was being prepared). 


The largest tar sands project of the three identified in Table 5.1 is 
the C and A Tar Sands project. Plant production would reach 20,000 bbl/d in 
1986. The maximum work force requirements occur in 1986 (545 workers) when 
the plant would become fully operational. Three hundred twenty workers would 
be needed to operate the plant each year from 1986. The project is located on 
the extreme northern edge of Grand County, east of the EnerCor project. 


The Western Tar Sands project is designed to produce 5,000 bbl/d. 
Manpower requirements peak in 1985 and 1986 when 50 workers would be needed, 
all for construction activities. Seven workers would be needed for the 
operation phase beginning in 1987. This project is located north of the 
Syntana-Utah project. 


The Chevron/Great National project is located 1.5 mi south of East 
Carbon in Carbon County. Two surface mining areas are included in its 
proposal: a 160 acre site in the middle of the Sunnyside STSA and a 1,400 
acre tract of private land between the Amoco and Monopower project sites. A 
maximum of 2,600 workers would be needed to develop this project in 1985, 
2,400 of them for construction. The operation phase would require 200 workers 
annually beginning in 1985. As indicated, a production figure was not 
available. 
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5.1.3 Coal Mining Projects 


There are 17 coal mines proposed for development or expansion in Carbon 
and Emery counties. Total production is anticipated to reach 24 x 10° tons/y 
if all mines are developed according to the proposals. If this level of 
production is attained, 4,596 additional miners would be employed in 1995. 


The Deserado Mine is the only project being considered that is outside 
of Utah; it is located in northeastern Rio Blanco County in Colorado. 
Construction at the mine would begin in 1988 and run through 1990. Mine 
production would require 240 workers from 1991 until all the coal is 
extracted. 


The Sunedco project would produce 5.0 x 10° tons/y, which makes it the 
largest mine proposed. In 1984, 115 workers would be needed. This figure is 
projected to increase steadily until 1991 when 775 workers would be 
required. The mine is located outside of East Carbon. 


The U.S. Fuels project is proposed as an expansion of an existing coal 
mine. The planned expansion would increase production by 2.2 x 10 tons/y. 
New mine employment would be 163 in 1984 and expand to 568 in 1990. The U.S. 
Fuels mine is located near Helper in Carbon County. 


The Western Reserve mine is situated near Price. Production is 
scheduled to reach 0.3 x 10° tons/y. A constant work force of 40 miners would 
be needed from the start of the project in 1987 through 1995. 


The Blazon mine is anticipated to produce 1.0 x 10° tons/y. Fourteen 
miners would be required to produce this quantity of coal beginning in 1984. 
The mine is located outside of Helper in Carbon County. 


The UCO mine is also being developed near Helper. From 1984 through 
1995, 109 miners would be required to extract the 0.7 x 10 tons/y of coal. 
This would be a much more labor-intensive mine when compared to the Blazon 
mine. 


The First Western project is presently scheduled to produce 0.3 x 10° 
tons/y. Due to the size of the coal reserve, mine employment would decline 
from 40 in 1984 to two in 1989. Thereafter, no production is scheduled. This 
mine is located near Helper. 


The C and W mine is one of the eight mines being developed near 
Helper. A 0.3 x 10° tons/y expansion of current mine production is planned. 
Thirty-five additional workers would be needed in 1984 and 1985, but none 
thereafter. 


The Price River mine, found near Helper, is expected to produce Lex 
10° tons/y of coal. Mine employment would be constant throughout the period; 
413 workers would be required each year from 1984 through 1995. 
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The Coastal States mine is also located near Helper. At 4.0 x 10° 
tons/y, production would be the second highest in the area. Mine employment 
would increase from 82 in 1984 to 680 in 1989 to produce this quantity of 
coal. 


The Valley Camp mine is the last of the eight mines near Helper. It is 
designed to produce 2.6 x 10° tons/y; third highest in the area. Mine 
employment is projected to fluctuate from 234 in 1984, to 210 in 1986 through 
1989, to 560 in 1990 through 1995. This proposed project would be an 
expansion of the existing mining activities. 


The Beaver Creek-Huntington mining project is also an expansion of 
existing operations. Additional production is anticipated to be 0.3 x 10 
tons/y. Mine employment from this expansion would decline from 25 workers in 
1984 and 1985 to 14 in 1989. After 1989, mine employment from the 0.3 x 10° 
tons/y expansion is forecast to be zero. This mine is located near Castle 
Dale in Emery County. 


The Natomas mine is also located near Castle Dale. Mine production is 
proposed for 0.4 x 10° tons/y. In 1984, 165 miners would be needed. This 
demand would decline to 78 miners for the period 1990 to 1995. This mine is 
proposed as an expansion of existing mining activities. 


The Utah Power and Light mine is expected to employ 78 miners in 
1984. Thereafter, no manpower would be required until 1990, when 50 miners 
would be employed through the end of the study period. An estimated 
production level was not available. This mine, which is located near Castle 
Dale, would expand on existing mining activities. 


The North Horn Mountain mine is one of four mines being developed near 
Castle Dale. Mine production of 1.0 x 10° tons/y is proposed. To extract 
this quantity of coal 62 miners would be required in 1987 and 337 by 1995. 


The Kaiser-South lease project has a proposed production level of 1.0 x 
10° tons/y. The mine is near the city of Green River in Emery County. In 
1984, 50 miners would be required. However, this figure would increase 
steadily to 475 miners by 1990. . 


The prospective Emery County mines -—- North, Central, and South Leases 
— are located near the city of Emery. Total production from these leases 
would be 1.0 x 10° tons/y. Mine employment is expected to fluctuate 
throughout the 1981-1995 period. Miners would not be needed until 1987, when 
123 workers would be employed. In 1990, only 103 miners would be needed. A 
peak of 257 miners is expected in 1995. 
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5.1.4 Other Projects 


In addition to the oil shale, tar sands, and coal mine developments, 
there are four other projects to consider. These projects are identified in 
Table 5.1. 


The Bonanza Power Plant - Unit 2 is the second generating unit of an 
existing power plant. It would have a capacity of 400 megawatts when 
completed. The Bonanza Power Plant is located west of Bonanza in Uintah 
County. Construction of this second unit is forecast to begin in 1988 and run 
through 1992, with a peak construction work force of 781 tin 1990, Gita 
estimated that 80 workers would be required for normal plant operations. 


The Water Development Projects are projects of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. No permanent employment is expected, but up to 170 workers would be 
needed during the construction phases. These projects are located in the 
Uintah Basin. 


Construction of the White River Dam would require 94 workers in 1982 
and 1983 and 36 in 1984 and 1985. Five workers would be needed for plant 
operations from 1985 to 1995. The dam is located on the White River, just 
east of the Paraho project. 


The Ramex project is an experimental technology project that would 
require 50 workers each year from 1981 to 1995. It is located south of the 
Bonanza Power Plant in Uintah County. 


5.1.5 Location of Energy Projects in the Tar Sands Areas 


All of the proposed oil shale projects and two of the tar sands 
developments are located in the area designated as the Uintah Basin. Due to 
their location, the Asphalt Ridge, Raven Ridge, Hill Creek and P.R. Spring 
Special Tar Sands ‘Areas (STSA) would have the greatest likelihood of being 
impacted by these energy projects. P.R. Spring has three developments within 
its borders: the EnerCor Plant, Geokinetics-Lofreco, and the C and A Tar 
Sands project. The P.R. Spring STSA is also adjacent to the White River shale 
development, the largest proposed oil shale project in Utah. The Geokinetics- 
Agency Draw project is in the Hill Creek STSA. Hill Creek is also adjacent to 
the Geokinetics-Lofreco and EnerCor projects. The Raven Ridge STSA would 
potentially be affected by the Syntana-Utah and Paraho oil shale projects, as 
well as the Western Tar Sands development and the Bonanza Power Plant. The 
Sohio oil shale project is located in the Asphalt Ridge STSA. Because of the 
relative proximity of these energy projects, all four identified STSAs have 
the potential to be adversely affected by the simultaneous development of the 
other energy projects in the Uintah Basin. 


Development of the Sunnyside, Argyle Canyon, and San Rafael Swell STSAs 
should not be negatively affected by the proposed oil shale and tar sands 
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developments identified above. They may, however, be affected by the numerous 
coal mine developments. The Sunedco and U.S. Fuels mines together with the 
Chevron/Great National tar sands development are adjacent to the Sunnyside 
STSA in Carbon County. There are also nine coal mining projects near Price 
and Helper which could affect the manpower schedules and development plans of 
the Sunnyside and Argyle Canyon STSAs. The San Rafael Swell STSA is 
relatively close to all of the Emery County energy developments: the projects 
near the city of Emery, the Kaiser developments in Green River, and the four 
coal mine developments around Castle Dale. All of these other energy projects 
could influence the magnitude of impact associated with the development of the 
San Rafael Swell STSA. 


The Tar Sands Triangle and the Circle Cliff STSAs should remain 
virtually unaffected by the development of these other energy projects due to 
their relatively remote locations. 


5.2 REGIONAL SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS - OTHER ENERGY PROJECTS 


This section contains a regional summary of the socioeconomic impacts 
that would potentially arise from the development of the other energy projects 
(see Table 5.1 for a list of the projects). The region, in this analysis, is 
composed of Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, and Uintah counties. 


Two important assumptions underlie these projections of socioeconomic 
impacts. The first assumption is that the baseline projections (described in 
Sec. 2) would accurately reflect the socioeconomic composition of the counties 
in the time period under study. The second assumption is that the manpower 
requirements of the other energy projects (described in Sec. 5.1) would not 
change. Given these two assumptions, the following analysis is based on the 
difference between the baseline projections and the projected impacts of the 
other energy projects. 


Table 5.2 contains a summary of the regional impacts on population, 
employment, and infrastructure; Table 5.3 presents the employment impacts by 
industrial sector; and Table 5.4 shows the wage and personal income 
projections as a result of the other energy developments. 


5.2.1 Total Regional Impact on Socioeconomic Development Factors 


Table 5.2 presents the regional socioeconomic impacts by development 
category and window year. All of the projections of socioeconomic impact are 
depicted as a change from the baseline conditions in each window year. That 
is, the population, employment, and infrastructure impacts by category would 
be in addition to those impacts forecast under the baseline conditions. The 
impacts by category are briefly discussed below. 


The change in the regional population is projected to grow by 166% over 
the period studied, or more than 2.5 times what is projected to exist over the 
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Table 5.2 Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts by Category 
and Window Year Resulting from the Development of the 
Other Energy Projects in East-Central Utah 








Cumula- 
tive Average Annual 
Growth Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Factor® Percent Change 
Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Population Growth 
Total 36,244 56,456 73,477 85,873 96,291 2.66 Jae 2.74 
School-Age (5-17) 6,158 10,657 18,877 26,627 32,508 5.28 11.85 5.59 
Retirement-Age (>65) 394 891 1,465 1,648 1,797 4.56 14.03 2.06 
Employment Growth 21,089 29,415 33,180 36,842 39,860 1.89 4.63 1.85 
Household Growth 11,019 17,450 21,612 24,323 27,132 2.46 6.97 2.30 
Infrastructure Requirements 
Housing 
Single family units 6,611 10,469 12,967 14,594 16,109 2.44 6.97 2.19 
Multifamily units 1,652 2,617 3,242 3,649 4,026 2.44 6.97 2.19 
Mobile homes 2,755 4,364 5,404 6,082 6,712 2.44 6.97 2al9 
Education 
Students 6,158 10,657 18,877 26,627 32,508 5.28 11.85 5.59 
Classrooms 247 425 754 1,065 1,301 5ee/ 11.81 Saji 
Teachers 247 425 754 1,065 1,301 5.27 11.81 5.61 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 72 112 147 172 191 2.65 7.40 2.65 
Long-term care . 16 35 59 66 71 4.44 13.94 1.87 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 21 34 44 52 57 2.71 7.68 2.62 
Dentists 19 28 37 44 49 2.58 6.89 2.85 
Nurses 61 96 125 145 162 2.66 7244 2.63 
Public health nurses 8 12 16 18 19 2.38 7.18 | Fgeae | 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 4 5 5 6 6 1.50 2.26 1.84 
Mental health workers 5 7 7 10 li 2.20 3.42 4.62 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 72 113 147 172 191 2.65 7.40 2.65 
Patrol cars de 113 147 172 191 2.65 7.40 2.65 
Jail space (sq ft) 18,123 28 , 363 36,738 42,937 47,392 2.62 7.32 2.58 
Juvenile holding cells 6 8 11 12 13 pay ky? 6.25 1.68 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hr) 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 8 12 16 LS ay 19 2538 7.18 1.73 
Emergency medical 
technicians 50 78 112 126 P33 2.66 8.40 173 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 11,692 18,213 23,704 278 O30 3S 2.63 Tie oe 2.63 
Supply (10° gal/d) 6,828 10,637 13 ,843 16,178 17,948 2.63 7.32 2.63 
Storage (10 gal/d) 3,414 5,318 6,922 8,089 8,974 2.63 7.32 2.63 
Treatment (10 gal/d) 6,828 10 ,637 13,843 16,178 17,948 2.63 VAs ¥ 2.63 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) Dooae 2,060 2,682 3,134 3,478 2.63 Lass 2.63 


Solid waste° 
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Table 5.2 (Cont'd) 








Cumula- 
tive Average Annual 
Growth Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Factor® Percent Change 
Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Utility Service Demands 
(Cont 'd) 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 217. - 339 441 515 572 2.64 aos 2.64 
Libraries 
Books 72,488 112,912 146,954 171,746 190,532 2.63 ie32 2.63 


Space (sq ft) £85022 128,228 1,436,739". 42,937. | 47,633 2.63 7.32 2.63 


8Computed as the ratio between 1985 and 2005. 


bFire protection measured in water flow in fire hydrants (gpm)/duration (hr) cannot be aggregated across 
the affected counties. See Tables 5.17-5.20 ror county-specific detail. 


“The State of Utah community facility guidelines do not include a solid waste standard. Therefore, an 
estimate of solid waste disposal impacts could not be determined. 


baseline in 1985. By 2005, a total of 96,291 additional people would reside 
in the four county region as a result of the other energy projects. The two 
age groups are projected to increase at a much faster rate than the total 
population. School-age population is expected to expand by the greatest 
percentage, rising from 6,158 in 1985 to 32,508 in 2005 for a 428% increase. 
Likewise, retirement-age population is also forecast to rise dramatically from 
394 in 1985 to 1,797 in 2005 for a 356% increase. The greatest growth in each 
population category would occur in the period from 1985 to 1995. Total 
population would rise 7.32% annually from 1985 to 1995, but only 2.74% 
annually from 1995 to 2005. The annual growth rates for school-age population 
are 11.85% and 5.59%, respectively, while for the retirement-age population 
they are 14.03% and 2.06%, respectively. 


Total regional employment is also projected to grow rapidly over the 
1985-2005 period. In particular, employment would nearly double from 21,089 
additional workers in 1985 to 39,860 in 2005. Again, this increase would be 
most dramatic from 1985 to 1995. In this period, total employment would rise 
4.63% annually; in the next 10 years the rate of growth would be only 1.85%. 
Regional employment growth by industrial sector is described in Sec. 5.2.2. 


New households are projected to grow by 146% during the period 
studied. In the year 2005, there would be 27,132 additional households, 
compared to only 11,019 in 1985. This growth would translate into an annual 
increase of 6.97% from 1985 to 1995, and 2.30% from 1995 to 2005. Once again, 
the 1985-1995 period is expected to experience the faster rate of growth. 


The demand for all forms of housing is forecast to increase by 144% 
from 1985 to 2005. This would be equivalent to a 6.97% annual rate of growth 
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for the first 10 years and 2.19% for the second 10 years. According to the 
State of Utah, Community Facility Gutdelines, single family housing would 
still be the dominant form of housing through 2005. The standards they 
propose for the distribution of housing by type are as follows: 60% are 
single family houses; 25% are mobile homes and trailers; and 15% are multi- 
family housing units. 


Demands on the education system are projected to increase more than 
fivefold over the entire study period. A 427% overall increase in the number 
of students would translate into an 11.85% annual rate for the 1985 to 1995 
period and 5.59% from 1995 to 2005. Students, classrooms, and teachers all 
would increase at the same rate because the community standards for classrooms 
and teachers are based on the number of students. 


Like all other categories already discussed, health care services are 
also expected to realize a large growth in demand from 1985 to 2005. The 
number of additional hospital beds is projected to increase during this time 
frame by 165% for general care and 344% for long-term care. The number of 
beds for long-term care would increase by 13.944 annually over the first 10 
years, but by only 1.87% annually in the second 10 years. This slower rate of 
growth corresponds to that for the retirement-age population. 


The demand for medical personnel is forecast to increase by more than 
2.5 times the 1985 level during the period 1985-2005. The number of doctors, 
dentists, registered nurses, and public health nurses are all projected to 
increase between 138% and 171% over the period studied. All medical personnel 
would increase by at least 6.9% annually from 1985 to 1995, and by greater 
than 1.7% annually from 1995 to 2005. In 2005, for instance, there would be 
57 additional doctors serving the region, compared to only 21 in 1985 due to 
the development of the other energy projects. Mental health care would also 
increase; in 2005 there would be 6 clinical psychologists (compared to 4 in 
1985) and 11 mental health workers (compared to 5 in 1985). The number of 
mental health workers would increase by 3.42% from 1985 to 1995 and by 4.62% 
from 1995 to 2005. This is the only infrastructure category where there is a 
greater increase in the last 10 year period than in the first. 


A similar magnitude of increase is forecast for each public safety 
category. Police officers, patrol cars, and jail space would all experience 
the same relative percentage change, i.e., between 161% and 165%. The rate of 
growth in additional law enforcement demands between 1985 and 1995 would be 
7.4% annually, while for 1995 to 2005 it would be 2.65% annually. The number 
of additional juvenile holding cells would increase slightly slower than the 
other law enforcement categories (117% vs. 165%) over the 20 years. 


The other area of public safety is emergency medical services. Here, 
the number of ambulances needed in 2005 is projected to increase by nearly 2.5 
times the 1985 level. This would translate into a 7.2% annual increase from 
1985 to 1995 and a 1.7% annual increase from 1995 to 2005. Likewise, the 
number of additional emergency medical technicians (EMT) needed as a result of 
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the other projects would increase by 1.7% annually from 1995 to 2005 and by 
8.4% annually from 1985 to 1995. There would be 50 additional EMTs needed in 
1985 and 133 in 2005. 


All utility service demands and requirements for other services (parks 
and libraries) are projected to increase at approximately the same rate during 
this time period, i.e., more than 2.5 times the level required in 1985. From 
1985 to 1995 the rate of growth would be 7.32% annually while from 1995 to 
2005 the annual change is expected to be only 2.63%. The rate of growth over 
the 20 year period is projected to be approximately 163%. 


5.2.2 Regional Employment Impacts by Sector 


Table 5.3 presents the industrial sector employment impacts for the 
forecast period 1985-2005. It is estimated that during this 20-year span 
between 21,091 and 39,860 additional workers would be needed to satisfy the 
industrial sector employment demands generated by the other energy project 
developments. This growth in employment would correspond to an 89% change or 
a 4.64% annual rate for the 1985-1995 period and a 1.85% rate for the latter 


Table 5.3 Total Regional Employment Impacts Resulting from the 
Other Energy Project Developments in East-Central Utah® 








Change from Baseline Employment, by Year Average Annual 
(No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mining 5,253  , 15,441 18,568 18,568 18,568 13.46 0 
Contract Construction 10,686 4,690 1,160 1,540 1,810 -19.91 4.55 
Manufacturing 99 185 265 324 381 10.35 3.70 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 259 613 677 801 Ps 10.09 3.25 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 1,426 2529 3,551 4,261 4,965 9.55 3.41 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 193 346 502 621 698 10.03 3235 
Services 922 1,686 2,436 2,984 3,477 10.20 3.62 
Government 1,564 2,782 4,286 5,598 6,551 10.61 4.33 
Nonfarm Proprietors 687 1,142 UNS fey No ag Ae) 2,476 9.71 3.62 
Total 21,091 29,414 33,181 36,841 39,860 4.64 1.85 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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period. As indicated, Table 5.3 depicts the employment demands that are in 
addition to those associated with the baseline projections. A discussion of 
the sectoral employment growth that would arise appears in the following 
paragraphs. 


Agriculture is not projected to have either employment growth or 
decline over the 20 year period due to the other energy projects. 
Alternatively, the mining sector is forecast to realize the greatest actual 
employment growth of all sectors during the first 10 year period; 13,315 
additional miners or a 253% increase over 1985. This change in employment 
would translate into a 13.46% annual rate, the greatest percentage increase 
among all sectors during the 1985-1995 time frame. The 1995 level of mine 
employment (18,568) would be maintained throughout the remainder of the study 
period. Although mine employment does not continue to grow, mining would have 
the second largest percentage change (253%) over the 1985-2005 period and 
would account for approximately 50% of the total employment’ growth 
attributable to the other energy projects development. 


Contrary to the substantial growth in mining employment, contract 
construction employment is projected to experience a 89% decline over the 
first 10 years. This would be an annual decrease of 19.91%. This employment 
trend would be reversed in the final 10 year period, however, and instead is 
expected to grow at a rate of 4.55% annually. 


The manufacturing sector is forecast to experience a 285% increase in 
employment over the 20 year period; from 99 additional workers in 1985 to 381 
in 2005. The change in manufacturing, when employment is presented as an 
annual rate, would increase by 10.35% between 1985-1995 and by 3.70% from 
1995-2005. 


Transportation, communication, and utilities employment is projected to 
increase at approximately the same rate as the manufacturing sector. The 
overall increase in this sector is forecast to be 260% while the annual rate 
of growth would be 10.09% from 1985 to 1995 and 3.25% from 1995 to 2005. 


Wholesale and retail trade would be the third largest growth sector in 
2005. The change from baseline employment is projected to increase from 1,426 
workers in 1985 to 4,965 in 2005, a 250% increase overall. This increase 
would be equivalent to a 9.55% annual rate for the first 10 years and 3.41% 
rate for the latter 10 years. 


Employment in finance, insurance, and real estate would increase 10% 
per year from 1985 to 1995. From 1995 to 2005, the yearly increase would be 
3.35%. The additional 698 workers in 2005 would be 3.6 times the level needed 
in 1985. 


The services sector is projected to experience a 275% increase in 
employment over the 20 year period, as it would increase from 922 additional 
employees in 1985 to 3,477 in 2005. This nearly fourfold growth in employment 
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would represent a 10.2% annual rate of change from 1985 to 1995 and a 3.62% 
rate for 1995 to 2005 period. The services sector would be the fourth largest 
growth sector in 2005. 


The government sector is expected to realize the greatest employment 
growth in percentage terms over the entire period; employment in 2005 is 320% 
greater than in 1985. Yearly increases are projected to be 10.61% for the 
first 10 years and 4.33% per year thereafter. The total new employment of 
6,551 workers in 2005 would make this the second largest employment sector 
affected by the other energy projects. 


Nonfarm proprietors are forecast to experience a 260% increase in 
employment over the 20 year period. From 1985 to 1995, employment would 
increase 9.71% annually. This figure would drop to 3.62% annually for the 
period from 1995 to 2005. 


Overall, employment in all sectors except contract construction would 
increase over the 20 year period. The total change in regional employment 
(Carbon, Duchesne, Emery, and Uintah counties) would be 39,860 workers in 
2005, as a result of the other energy projects. 


5.2.3 Regional Impact on Total Wage and Personal Income 


The total regional wage and personal income effects of the other energy 
projects are presented in Table 5.4. The wage and income data are presented 
by industrial sector and income category. Average monthly wages are assumed 
to have an approximate annual increase in monthly wages of 1.72%, independent 
of the other energy projects unless otherwise noted. The number of employees 
and total wage payments would increase as a result of the other energy 
developments considered and are expressed: as a change from the baseline 
projections. Each industrial sector is briefly discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 


Mining would have the second highest monthly wage throughout the 
period. This monthly wage would reach $3,036 in 2005 (1980 $). Combined with 
the largest industrial sector employment over the 20 year period (as a result 
of the other projects), the total wage payment in mining would be signifi- 
cantly higher than in any other sector. In 2005, the total wage payment in 
mining would be more than $56 million. Total wages would grow the most 
rapidly during the first 10 years by increasing at a 15.4% annual rate, 
thereafter, total wages would expand by 1.72% annually. 


Monthly wages in the contract construction industry are projected to be 
the highest of any sector in the region. In 2005, the estimated wage would be 
$3,695 per month. Because of a projected decrease in employment opportunities 
related to the other energy projects, total wages in this sector would drop 
from $28.1 million in 1985 to $3.6 million in 1995 and then increase to $6.7 
million in 2005. The decrease in total wages between 1985 and 1995 would 


Table 5.4 Total Regional Wage and Personal Income Impact Projections by Industrial 
Sector Resulting from the Other Energy Projects in East-Central Utah® 


EU Us ID SSD Une 


Average Annual 


Compound 
Wages and Employment, by Year Percent Change 
Industrial Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
ee St at ae ES a ee SR Ba ee ee ee oe See ee Se ee 
Mining 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 2,157 2,349 2,559 2,787 3,036 beiZ laiz 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 5,253 15,441 18,568 18,568 18,568 13.46 0 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 11,330,721 36,270,909 47,515,512 51,749,016 56,372,448 15.41 be72 
Construction 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 2,625 2,859 3,114 3,367 3,695 i. 72 1.73 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 10,686 4,690 1,160 1,540 1,810 -19.91 4.55 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 28,050,750 13,408,710 3,612,240 5,185,180 6,687 ,950 -18.53 6.35 
Manufacturing 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 893 973 1,060 1,154 1,257 1.73 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 99 185 265 324 381 10.35 3.70 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 88,407 180,005 280 ,900 373 ,896 478,917 12.26 5.48 
Transportation, Communications, 
and Utilities 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 1,879 2,047 2,296 2,501 2,724 2.02 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 259 613 677 801 932 10.09 3.25 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 486 ,661 1,254,811 1,554,392 2,003,301 2,538,768 ee 5 | 5.03 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 844 919 1,002 1,091 1,188 1.73 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 1,426 2,529 3,551 4,261 4,965 9.55 3.41 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 1,203,544 2,324,151 3,558,102 4,648,751 5,898,420 11.45 5.18 
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Table 5.4 (Cont'd) 


Average Annual 


Compound 
Wages and Employment, by Year Percent Change 
Industrial Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 925 1,007 1,097 1,195 1,302 ie 1.73 
Change from Baseline j 
Number of Employees 193 346 502 599 698 10.03 be 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 178,525 348,422 550,694 715,805 908 ,796 11.92 5.14 
Services 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 767 835 910 991 1,079 leiz 1.72 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 922 1,686 2,436 2,984 3,477 10.20 3.62 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 707,174 1,407,810 2,216,760 2,957,144 3,751,683 12.10 5.40 
Government 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 931 1,014 1,144 1,246 1,357 2.08 lade 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 1,564 2,782 4,286 5,598 6,551 10.61 4.33 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 1,456,084 2,820,948 4,903,184 6,975,108 8,889,707 12.91 6.13 
‘ Nonfarm Proprietors (NFP) 
Average Monthly Wage (1980 $) 1,230 1,340 1,459 1,590 1,731 ote Lode 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Employees 687 1,142 1,735 2,145 2,476 9.71 3.62 
Total Wage Payment (1980 $) 845,010 1,530,280 2,531,365 3,410,550 4,285,956 11.60 5.41 
Other Labor Income (OLI) 
Average Monthly OLI (1980 $) 106 115 126 137 149 1.74 1.69 
Change from Baseline 
Number of Recipients 18,702 27,093 31,176 35,380 38,106 10.38 2.03 
Total OLI (1980 $) 1,982,412 3,115,695 3,928,176 4,847 ,060 5,677,794 7.08 = Pe 


182 


Table 5.4 (Cont'd) 





Average Annual 





Compound 
Wages and Employment, by Year Percent Change 
Industrial Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Average Property Income 
(1980 $) 141 156 170 185 202 1.89 1.74 
Population 36,244 56 ,456 73,477 85,873 - 95,366 t fe 2.64 
Total Property Income 
(1980 $) 5,110,404 8,807,136 12,491,090 15,886,505 19,263,932 9.35 4.43 
Total Monthly Personal 
Income (1980 $) 51,439,692 71,468,877 83,142,415 98,752,316 114,755,371 4.92 Sy At A 
Average Monthly Per Capita 
Income (1980 $) 1,419 1,266 1,132 1,150 1,203 i AC ae 0.61 





@The number of employees by industrial sector presented in this table may not equal the total industrial 
sector employment presented in Table 5.3 because these personal income projections may include communities 
that are not in the critical impact area (i.e., do not satisfy the 5% growth criteria). 


bundefined. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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correspond to a 18.53% annual decline, which would then be reversed over the 
next 10 years and increase at a 6.35% annual rate. 


Manufacturing would have the lowest projected total wage payment of any 
sector in the 20 years studied. Total wages are projected to increase from 
$88,407 in 1985 to $478,917 in 2005. This would be less than 1% of the total 
wages paid to mining employees, but it would still represent a 440% increase 
over the 20 year period. 


From 1985 to 1995, average monthly wages would increase by 2.02% 
annually in the transportation, communications, and public utilities sector. 
During the following 1995-2005 period this rate of increase would slow to 
1./24 annually. Average monthly wages are projected to rise to $2,724 per 
month in 2005. This would be the third highest monthly wage projected in the 
region. Total wage payments would increase by more than fivefold over the 20 
years studied due to the other energy projects, to a total of $2.5 million in 
2005. 


Average monthly wages in wholesale and retail trade would increase from 
$844 in 1985 to $1,188 in 2005. Combined with the other energy projects 
employment growth in this sector, the total wage payment would expand to $5.9 
million by 2005. This corresponds to nearly a fivefold increase (390%) over 
the 1985 payment of $1.2 million. 


Total wages paid to employees in 2005 would increase to five times the 
1985 wages in the finance, insurance, and real estate sector. At $908,796 in 
2005, this sector would be the second smallest in terms of the total wage 
payment. The average monthly wage in this sector would rise to $1,302 in 
2005. 


In the services sector, average monthly wages are projected to reach 
$1,079 in 2005, compared to $767 in 1985. Total wage payments would increase 
12.10% per year in the first 10 years of the other energy project developments 
and 5.4% annually thereafter. This would result in a 430% increase in total 
wage payments between 1985 and 2005. 


The government sector would experience the greatest percentage increase 
in monthly wages and in total wages for this 20 year period. Monthly wages 
are forecast to increase by 2.08% annually from 1985 to 1995 and by 1.72% 
annually from 1995 to 2005. The average monthly wage would reach $1,357 in 
2005. Total wage payments would increase by 510% over the 20 years due to the 
energy projects included in this study. The annual rate of growth would be 
12.91% for 1985 through 1995 and 6.13% for 1995 through 2005. The total wage 
payment in 2005 is expected to be $8.9 million, which would be second only to 
the mining sector payments. 


Average monthly wages for nonfarm proprietors would expand from $1,230 
in 1985 to $1,731 in 2005. Total wage payments from the other energy projects 
are projected to increase by more than fivefold in this period, and would 
approach $4.3 million in 2005. 
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Other labor income would account for $5.7 million in total wages by 
2005. This sector is expected to increase less than most other sectors; 
however, total wages are still projected to grow by 186% over the 20 years. 
The average monthly wage would be only $106 in 1985, and would rise to $149 in 
2005. 


Monthly property income is forecast to rise from $141 to $202 over the 
period. From 1985 to 1995, this increase would correspond to a 1.89% annual 
rate of change while from 1995 to 2005 the increase would slow to 1.742 
annually. Total property income would reach $19,263,932 in 2005, a nearly 
fourfold (275% change) increase over 1985. 


Total monthly personal income would increase by 4.92% from 1985 to 
1995, and by 3.27% from 1995 to 2005. In 1985, total personal income in the 
region is projected to be greater than $51 million; this would increase to 
$114.8 million by 2005. 


Average monthly per capita income would decrease by 2.23% annually from 
1985 to 1995. This would be due mainly to the large projected decrease in 
employment within the construction sector; it is the only sector projected to 
experience a decline in employment during this 10 year period. Per capita 
wages in the region would rise by 0.61% annually from 1995 to 2005, as all 
sectors are projected to experience an increase in wage payments and 
employment in this time frame. 


5.3 COUNTY-LEVEL SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS OF THE 
OTHER ENERGY PROJECT DEVELOPMENTS 


The county-level socioeconomic impacts that would potentially arise 
from the development of the other energy projects are addressed in this 
section. Two important assumptions underlie these projections of socio- 
economic impacts. The first assumption is that the baseline projections 
(described in Sec. 2) would accurately reflect the socioeconomic composition 
of the counties in the time period under study. The second assumption is that 
the manpower requirements of the other energy projects (described in Sec. 5.1) 
would not change. Given these two assumptions, the following county-level 
analysis is based on the difference between the baseline projections and the 
projected impacts of the other projects. 


5.3.1 Population and Household Impacts 


This section discusses the trends in population and household growth by 
county that would be a result of the other energy developments being con- 
sidered. All data analyzed in this section can be found in Tables 5.5 through 
5.9, and Fig. 5.1. All projections are presented as a change from the base- 
line forecast and thereby, only reflect the population and household growth 
attributable to the development of the other energy projects in the region. 
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Table 5.5 Summary of Population and Household Impact Projections 
by County for the Other Energy Projects in East-Central Utah 








School-Age Retirement—Age 
Population New Households Population (5-17) Population (265) 
Change Average Change Average Change Average Change Average 
County and from Annual from Annual from Annual from Annual 
Window Years Baseline % Change* Baseline % Change? Baseline % Change* Baseline % Change® 
Carbon County 
1985 10,627 = 3,864 - 2,017 = 236 - 
1990 10,502 -0.24 3,334 —2eol 2,052 0.34 480 15.26 
1995 14,018 5.95 4,235 4.90 3,679 12.39 567 3.39 
2000 15,342 1.82 4,371 0.63 4,790 542 600 1.14 
2005 16,754 1.78 4,654 1.26 5,037 1.01 629 0.95 
Duchesne County 
1985 4,965 = 1,683 = 989 - 24 - 
1990 9,542 13.96 3,042 12.57 1,858 13.44 71 24.23 
1995 12,333 5.27 3,614 3.51 3,160 11.21 169 18.94 
2000 14,910 3.87 4,234 3.22 4,632 7.95 204 3.84 
2005 17,167 2.86 4,875 2.86 5,941 5.10 235 2.87 
Emery County 
1985 1,712 - 623 - 303 - 42 - 
1990 1,722 0.12 547 -2.57 336 2.09 83 14.60 
1995 2,952 11.38 892 10.27 779 18.31 124 8.36 
2000 3,176 1.47 908 0.36 1,000 5.12 125 0.16 
2005 3,364 1.16 935 0.59 1,045 0.88 125 0 
Uintah County 
1985 18,940 - 4,849 - 2,849 - 92 - 
1990 34,690 12.87 10,527 16.77 6,411 17.61 257 22.81 
1995 44,174 4.95 12,871 4.10 11,259 11.92 605 18.68 
2000 52,445 3.49 14,810 2.85 16,205 7.55 719 3.51 
2005 59,006 2.39 16,668 2.39 20,485 4.80 808 2.36 


®computed as average annual compound percent change from previous window year. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


The other project population growth in Carbon County is projected to 
fluctuate throughout the 1985-2005 period. Between 1985 and 1990, the 
additional population would decline by 0.24% each year. During this same 
period, the number of households would decrease by 2.9% per year, while 
school-age population and retirement-age population would both increase 
annually, by 0.34% and 15.26%, respectively. From 1990 to 1995, total 
population, new households and school-age population are all projected to 
realize their greatest growth for the period under study, at annual percentage 
rates of 5.95%, 4.90%, and 12.39%, respectively. In the year 2005, total 
population in Carbon County would be 16,754 people greater than it would be 
without the other energy developments, or 147% greater than the baseline 
population projection in the same year. 


There are three Census County Divisions (CCDs) within Carbon County: 
East Carbon, Helper, and Price. The largest and fastest growing CCD, as a 
result of the other project developments, would be Price, where the total 
additional population is projected to rise from 6,681 to 13,408, and 
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Table 5.6 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Carbon County - Other Energy Projects? 





Change from Baseline Population end 


Household Projections, by Year 
Geographic Area and 


Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





East Carbon Census 


County Division (CCD) 


East Carbon CCD Total 


Population 2,580 1,292 1,528 1,624 Les7i3 

Households. 938 410 462 463 476 
East Carbon 

Population 1,909 956 ie iot 1,202 1,268 

Households 694 303 342 343 352 
Sunnyside 

Population 671 336 397 422 445 

Households 244 107 120 120 124 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 


Helper Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Helper CCD Total 


Population 1,367 13157 1,446 1,539 1,634 

Households - 497 367 437 438 454 
Helper 

Population 820 694 868 923 980 

Households 298 220 262 263 272 
Scofield 

Population 0 0 0 0 0 

Households 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 547 463 578 616 654 

Households 199 147 175 175 182 


Price Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Price CCD Total 
Population 6,681 8,048 11,045 12,179 13,408 
Households 2,429 23555 3337 3,470 Boi 26 
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Table 5.6 (Cont'd) 





Change from Baseline Population en 
Household Projections, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Price Census County 


Division (CCD) (Cont'd) 


Price 

Population 4,343 5,231 FAST fe 7,916 8,715 

Households 1,579 1,661 2,169 2,256 2,421 
Wellington 

Population 1,203 1,449 1,988 2,192 2,413 

Households 437 460 601 625 670 
Hiawatha 

Population 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 1,136 1,368 1 O78 2,070 25218 

Households 413 434 567 590 633 





20nly those Census County Divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 5.5). 


>rotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


households are forecast to increase from 2,429 to 3,724. Helper CCD would 
also experience a significant change in population and household growth, but 
at a slower rate. Alternatively, the East Carbon CCD is projected to witness 
a decrease over time in the number of both population and households 
corresponding to the other project developments. From 1985 to 2005, the 
change in population is projected to decrease from 2,580 people to 1,713 
(-34%) while the number of households would decrease from 938 to 476 (49%). 


In Duchesne County throughout the 1985-2005 period, increases over the 
baseline projection are projected in each population category. The greatest 
percentage growth due to other projects would be in the period from 1985 to 
1990, when annual increases ranging from 12.57% (new households) to 24.33% 
(retirement-age population) are projected. Absolute population change from 
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Table 5.7 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Duchesne County - Other Energy Projects* 





Change from Baseline Population end 


Household Projections, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 CIIO See s1 995 2000 2005 
nnn tn sh seen e S stlen e  oe ise nein a her eee reel ne ae 


Roosevelt Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Roosevelt CCD Total 


Population 4,897 9,404 12,190 14,701 16,769 

Households 1,689 2,995 < Pes i s 4,176 4,764 
Roosevelt 

Population 3,428 6,582 8,533 10,291 11,742 

Households 1,181 2,098 2,501 2a aes 3,336 
Myton : 

Population 171 329 427 515 591 

Households 58 105 125 146 168 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 1,298 2,493 3,230 3,895 4,436 

Households 450 792 949 1,108 1,260 


essere 


*Only those Census County Divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 5.5). 


>Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


the baseline would increase at a substantially higher rate in Duchesne County 
than in Carbon. Duchesne County is projected to have almost 500 more people 
than Carbon in the year 2005 (see Fig. 5.1 and Table 5.5). But, more 
importantly, when the projected baseline population is included, the total 
2005 population in Duchesne County is expected to be 196% of the projected 
baseline while in Carbon County the increase is 145%. 


The Roosevelt CCD is projected to experience the same magnitude of 
change as Duchesne County, where population would differ from the baseline by 
16,769 people in 2005, and the number of households would reach a difference 
of 4,764. All communities within Roosevelt CCD would also experience these 
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Table 5.8 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Emery County - Other Energy Projects® 





Change from Baseline Population and 
Household Projections, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Castle Dale-Huntington Census 
County Division (CCD) 


Castle Dale-Huntington 


CCD Total 

Population 1,319 1,196 2,016 2,180 2304 

Households 477 380 610 621 653 
Castle Dale 

Population 460 419 706 763 823 

Households 167 133 214 Zi} 229 
Cleveland 

Population 79 72 121 131 141 

Households 29 23 37 37 39 
Elmo 

Population 53 48 81 87 94 

Households 19 15 Phe 25 26 
Huntington 

Population 328 299 504 545 588 

Households 119 95 152 155 163 

- Orangeville 

Population 328 299 504 545 588 

Households 119 95 152 155 163 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 66 60 101 109 118 

Households 24 19 31 31 33 


Emery-Ferron Census 
County Division (CCD) 


Emery-Ferron CCD Total 


Population 163 458 853 907 921 
Households 59 145 258 258 256 
Clawson 


Population 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 5.8 (Cont'd) 





Change from Baseline Population and 
Household Projections, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Emery-Ferron Census County 


Division (CCD) (Cont'd) 


Emery 
Population 4] 115 213 227 230 
Households 15 36 65 65 64 
Ferron 
Population 122 344 640 680 691 
Households 44 109 194 194 192 


Unincorporated Areas 
Population 0 0 0 0 0 


Green River Census 


County Division (CCD) 


Green River CCD Total 


Population 236 67 83 89 92 

Households 86 21 235 25 26 
Green River 

Population 203 58 71 77 79 

Households 74 18 22 ae 22 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 33 9 12 12 13 

Households 12 3 4 4 4 





*0nly those Census County Divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 5.5). 


bTotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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Table 5.9 Population and Household Impact Projections by Community 
for Uintah County - Other Energy Projects? 


ENE ANE AE Ia ae 
Change from Baseline Population pnd 


Household Projections, by Year 
Geographic Area and 
Impact Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


ee 


Uintah Ouray Census 
County Division (CCD) 


Uintah-Ouray CCD Total 


Population 445 830 926 1,027 1,100 

Households 152 265 pa pp 293 314 
Ballard 

Population 220 416 464 514 550 

Households 76 T33 136 147 Pov 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 222 414 462 513 550 

Households 76 132 136 146 157 


Vernal Census County 
Division (CCD) 


Vernal CCD Total 


Population 13,858 32,011 43,041 51,209 58,043 

Households 4,698 410, 227 12,585 14,507 16,443 
Vernal 

Population 6,165 13,918 18,786 22,328 25,143 

Households 2,090 4,441 5,501 6,334 Aelz2o 
Naples 

Population 23772 6,402 8,608 10,242 11,609 

Households 940 2,045 Seok, 2,901 3,288 
Unincorporated Areas 

Population 4,921 11,691 15,647 18,639 21,291 

Households 1,668 3,741 4,567 ar PUP fe 6,032 


———————— 


#only those Census County Divisions (CCDs) and communities which satisfied 
the 5% per year growth criterion are of interest and included in this table. 
All CCDs and communities are included in the county totals (Table 5.5). 


bTotals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 
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Fig. 5.1 Change in County Populations Due to 
the Other Energy Projects 


increases in population; however, 70% of the growth would be concentrated in 
the city of Roosevelt. Duchesne CCD is not shown because the projected 
changes to its population did not satisfy the 5% growth criteria. Duchesne 
CCD is, however, included in the county totals. 


Emery County is forecast to experience very little growth as a result 
of these other energy developments. Total population would increase by only 
3,364 people over the 20 year period. By 2005, Emery County would still be 
much smaller than the other counties in the region, in terms of the amount of 
population growth it is projected to receive from the other project develop- 
ments (see Fig. 5.1). The growth that would occur, for the most part, is 
projected to occur between 1990 and 1995, when the total change in population 
would rise by 11.38% annually. School-age population would undergo the most 
growth during this time period, increasing by 18.31% annually. 


Of the three CCDs in Emery County (Castle Dale-Huntington, Emery- 
Ferron, and Green River), only Green River would not experience additional 
growth from the other energy projects after 1985. Decreases in Green River 
CCD are projected in both population (decreasing from 236 people over the 
baseline to just 92), and in households (dropping from 86 over the baseline to 
26). Both the Castle Dale-Huntington and the Emery-Ferron CCDs would 
experience steady growth throughout the period. The largest increases are 
expected in the Emery-Ferron CCD, especially in the city of Emery, where 
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population would increase from 41 people over the baseline in 1985 to 230 over 
in the year 2005. This would correspond to more than a fivefold change in 
population between 1985 and 2005. 


Uintah County is projected to undergo extremely large increases in 
population and households over the baseline projections for the period 
studied. This would be principally due to the numerous oil shale and tar 
sands developments included in the other projects group that are located in 
the Uintah Basin. Population growth related to the other energy projects 
would increase to 59,006 people above the baseline by 2005. This growth would 
cause total county population to expand by 210% over the 2005 baseline 
projection. School-age population would rise from 2,849 above the baseline in 
1985 to 20,485 more than the baseline in 2005. In the period from 1985 to 
1990 all population categories would increase by at least 12.8% annually. In 
this same period, retirement-age population would increase by 22.81% annually. 


The greatest increases in Uintah County are projected for the Vernal 
CCD, where population is forecast to be 13,858 above the baseline in 1985 and 
58,043 above the baseline in 2005. The Vernal CCD would absorb between 73% 
and 98% of the growth projected for Uintah County. Total population in the 
Vernal CCD is forecast to expand by 67% over the baseline in 1985 and 255% in 
2005. Consequently, by the year 2005 the population in the Vernal CCD would 
be 3.5 times that projected under the baseline conditions. Households would 
increase by the same relative percentages, to a total of 16,443 above the 
baseline in 2005. The city of Vernal would show the greatest increases, as 
population is projected to rise to 25,143 above the baseline in 2005. 


5.3.2 Economic Base and Employment Impacts 
ieictriemencternsgecnciecsmrerteke ee ee ee 


This section describes the potential changes to the economic base of 
the four counties likely to be affected by the development of the other energy 
Projects. Employment growth by sector and county is assessed together with 
the projections of total personal income and per capita income. As stated 
previously, the employment effects of the other energy projects are presented 
herein as a change from the baseline conditions. 


53.2.1 Total Employment Impacts by County 
ea eee ey, VOURTY 


All four counties are forecast to realize an increase in total 
employment for each window year throughout the study period (Table 5.10). 
Duchesne and Emery counties would experience rapid employment growth in the 
1985-1995 time frame; their annual growth rates would be 12.35% and 12.95%, 
respectively. However, the actual level of employment in these two counties, 
from the development of the other energy projects, is relatively small. This 
is evidenced by the fact that in the year 2005 employment in Duchesne County 
is projected to be 4,055 workers above the baseline, while in Emery County the 
employment would be 1,735 workers above the baseline. In the year 2005, 
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Table 5.10 Summary of Total Employment Impacts by County - 
Other Energy Projects in East-Central Utah 








Change from Baseline Employment Average Annual 

Projections, by Year (No. of workers) Compound Percent Change 

County 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1985-2005 
Carbon 5,803 5,394 6,234 6,608 6,803 0.72 0.88 
Duchesne 789 1,738 2,528 3,321 45055 12.35 4.84 
Emery 487 1,104 1,646 1,400 -gugleves 12.95 0.53 
Uintah 14,010 1G 2bo17875 22g072 wp 2521300275267 4.98 1.82 
Total 21,091 29,414 33,181 36,841 39,860 4.64 1.85 





Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators 
Office (June 1983). 


total employment in Duchesne County would be 57% greater than the baseline 
projection and 25% larger in Emery County, as a result of the other energy 
projects. 


Uintah County, alternatively, is not expected to have a high annual 
percentage increase, but is forecast to have the largest absolute employment 
change. In 1985, employment in Uintah County is forecast to be 14,010 workers 
above the baseline, and in 2005 it would be greater by 27,267 workers. This 
projection of additional employment opportunities would be 132% greater than 
the estimated baseline employment in 1985 and 233% larger than the forecast 
employment levels for the year 2005. After the initial growth of 5,803 jobs 
in 1985, there is very little employment growth projected for Carbon County. 
This is illustrated by the annual growth rates presented in Table 5.10 where 
the increase is projected to be 0.72% in 1985-1995 and 0.88% in 1995 to 2005. 


Figure 5.2 graphically illustrates these county employment trends. 
This figure illustrates that Uintah is expected to absorb the greatest amount 
of employment growth. The majority of the developments included as large 
energy projects are located within Uintah County, thereby precipitating this 
employment growth. Employment in the region as a whole would rise from 21,091 
jobs above the baseline in 1985 to 39,860 jobs above the baseline in 2005. 
This would represent a 4.64% annual growth rate in the 1985-1995 period 
followed by a slower 1.85% rate of change in the 1995-2005 time frame. Uintah 
County would account for around 68% of this regional employment growth. 
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Fig. 5.2 Change in County Employment Levels Due 
to the Other Energy Projects 


5.3.2.2 Employment Impacts by Industrial Sector 


Table 5.11 illustrates that Carbon County would realize a significant 
increase in mining employment due to the development of the other energy 
projects. Most of the other energy projects planned for Carbon County are 
coal mine developments, either an expansion of existing activities or the 
opening of new mines (see Table 5.1). In 1985, employment in mining is 
projected to be 1,382 jobs above the baseline, while in 1995 through 2005, 
mining employment would be 3,368 jobs above the baseline projection. Contract 
construction is projected to decrease over the period, from 2,441 jobs above 
the baseline in 1985 to just 174 above in 2005. The decrease over the first 
10 years is at a 27.08% annual rate. Most of the other employment sectors are 
projected to expand at a relatively equal rate of growth -- between 2.7% and 
3.8% during the 1985-1995 period, and 1.4% to 1.8% in the 1995-2005 time 
frame. Relatively large increases are forecast in government employment and 
in trade, the second and third largest sectors, respectively. 


Duchesne County is forecast to have very large increases in almost all 
employment sectors (Table 5.12). The agriculture and mining sectors are not 
expected to realize employment growth due to the development of the other 
energy projects. However, seven industrial sectors are forecast to have 
yearly employment increases of 10% or more from 1985 to 1995. The largest 
annual percentage increase would be in contract construction (16.01% annually, 
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Table 5.11 Changes in Carbon County Employment by Sector Resulting from 
the Other Energy Project Developments in East-Central Utah® 





Change from Baseline Employment Average Annual 





Projections, by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005,, 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mining LBZ SSA ters e966" 95,7007 3,360 9.32 0 
Contract Construction 2,441 108 145 164 174 -27.08 1.84 
Manufacturing 39 38 31 56 59 Zee 1.47 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 86 83 114 126 132 2.86 1.48 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 528 514 693 760 798 2.76 1.42 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 81 82 113 127 137 3.39 1.95 
Services 350 354 500 565 596 3.63 1.77 
Government 543 530 788 933 1,004 3.79 2.45 
Nonfarm Proprietors 353 343 462 509 535 2.73 1.48 
Total 5,803 5,394 6,234 6,608 6,803 0.72 0.88 





8Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


1985-1995). The largest employment sector, however, is government, which 
would employ 1,214 additional workers in the year 2005. This would be 30% of 
the total additional employment projected for the county in that year. The 
next largest growth sectors are trade at 960 additional workers in 2005, and 
services at 655 additional workers in 2005. 


Emery County is scheduled to realize relatively minor employment growth 
due to the other energy projects, when compared to the rest of the region. 
This is evident from the change in industrial sector and total employment 
presented in Table 5.13. Mining is the only sector in which substantial 
growth would occur. In 1985, mining employment would be 227 workers above the 
baseline, and in 1995 through 2005, employment is anticipated to be 1,198 
workers above the baseline projections. This would translate into an 18.1% 
annual growth rate between 1985 and 1995. The next largest sector expected to 
grow is government, in which employment is forecast to be 165 workers above 
the baseline in 2005. This would be a 154% increase over the 1985 level of 
additional employment from other energy projects. 
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Table 5.12 Changes in Duchesne County Employment by Sector Resulting from 
the Other Energy Project Developments in East-Central Utah? 


= em en SS SSS SESS Te hn 


Change from Baseline Employment Average Annual 
Projections, by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
eee 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mining F 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Contract Construction 48 126 212 293 360 16.01 5.44 
Manufacturing 24 64 105 140 172 15.90 5.06 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 40 100 92 116 142 8.69 4.44 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 223 462 629 781 960 10.93 4.32 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 29 62 87 114 its 11.61 2.65 
Services 112 264 405 533 655 13.72 4.92 
Government 239 483 727 988 1,214 11.77 5.26 
Nonfarm Proprietors 73 176 271 356 437 14.02 4.89 
Total RON Geb 230-2, 528 'udsder. 4,055 12.35 4.84 


8Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


As indicated in the previous section, Uintah County would experience 
very rapid growth as a result of the other energy developments. Table 5.14 
Shows that in the period from 1985 to 1995, every sector except agriculture 
and contract construction would undergo annual employment growth of 11% or 
more. The largest percentage increases are expected for nonfarm proprietors 
(16.05% annually, 1985-1995) and mining (14.41% annually, 1985-1995). Mining 
would be by far the largest growth sector, employing an additional 14,002 
miners above the baseline projections in 1995, 2000, and 2005. The mining 
employment in the year 2005 would be nearly six times greater (484% change) 
than the baseline projections, when the other energy projects are included in 
the sectoral total. Government would be the next largest sector projected to 
grow, followed by trade. Only one sector, contract construction, is expected 
to have employment reductions during the study period; employment declines 


from 8,179 workers above the baseline in 1985 to just 1,240 above in the year 
2005. ’ 
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Table 5.13 Changes in Emery County Employment by Sector Resulting from 
the Other Energy Project Developments in East-Central Utah? 


SN a 


Change from Baseline Employment Average Annual 
Projections, by Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
eeeeSeSSSSSSSSSSSSsFsFeFesesSsSses 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mining 227 842 1,198 1,198 1,198 18.10 0 
Contract Construction 18 18 31 34 36 5.59 1.51 
Manufacturing 2 a 4 5 6 7.18 4.14 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 16 18 28 a1 33 5.76 1.66 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 64 63 102 109 117 4.77 1.38 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 6 6 10 11 12 5.24 1.84 
Services 33 31 51 55 59 4.45 1.47 
Government 65 66 128 155 165 7.01 2.57 
Nonfarm Proprietors 56 57 94 102 109 5.32 1.49 
Total 487 1,104 1,646 1,700 1,735 12.95 0.53 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


5.3.2.3 Personal Income Impact Projections 
Diccionaris antnsd thawed aah Nae lod 


The total personal income projections by county are presented in Table 
5-15. These projections are based upon a forecast of per capita income and 
population growth. Per capita income for the years 1985-2005 was derived by 
aggregating the average monthly wage levels by industrial sector and assuming 
that (1) the personal income component would remain at the same proportion as 
the national level and (2) the average annual rate of growth would remain 
constant. 


The per capita income levels for the region are shown in the first line 
of Table 5.15. Per capita income is projected to decline from $17,028 in 1985 
to $13,584 in 1995 and then increase to $14,436 in 2005. The annual rate of 
decline in the first 10 years would be 2.23%, with a 0.61% increase in the 
final 10 years. 


Total personal income in Carbon County is projected to grow at a 0.51% 
annual rate between 1985 and 1995 and then expand by 1.84% yearly in the 
1995-2005 period. The rate of growth would be dampened somewhat because of 
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Table 5.14 Changes in Uintah County Employment by Sector Resulting from 
the Other Energy Project Developments in East-Central Utah® 


~ ss se nea in tevaaez ema spemmecseeescesceerer oe 


Change from Baseline Employment Average Annual 
Projections Year (No. of Workers) Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector | 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
ean" reso 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mining 3,643 11,256 14,002 14,002 14,002 14.41 0 
Contract Construction 8,179 4,438 772 1,049 1,240 -21.02 4.85 
Manufacturing 34 80 105 123 144 11.94 3321 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 117 412 443 528 625 14.24 3.50 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 611 1,490 2,127 2,611 3,090 13.29 3.81 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 77 196 292 369 436 14.26 4.09 
Services S20 yO 14480) P5890. 2. 167 13.24 3.89 
Government ABD) AOS! 2,643" ° 35220" 4,168 13.94 4.66 
Nonfarm Proprietors 205 566 908 1,178 1,395 16.05 4.39 
Total 14,010: 21,178. 22.772 25,213) 27.267 4.98 1.82 


“Totals may not add due to rounding. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


the decline in per capita income between 1985-1995. The level of additional 
personal income would be $228.46 million in 2005. 


Duchesne County is anticipated to have the largest percentage increase 
in personal income among the four counties. Total personal income is forecast 
to expand by 7.08% annually between 1985 and 1995 and then slow to 3.99% 
annually for the 1995-2005 period. The level of total personal income in 
Duchesne County would be $247.82 million in the year 2005, as a result of the 
other energy projects proposed. 


The change in total personal income in Emery County is projected to be 
the smallest of the four counties being analyzed. In 1985, the additional 
personal income, projected as a result of the other projects, would be $29.15 
million. This income level would decline to $26.16 million in 1990 before it 
would increase to $48.61 million in 2005. The annual rate of change would be 
3.24% for the 1985-1995 period and 1.94% thereafter. 


Uintah County would realize the largest increase in personal income; 
tanging from $322.51 million in 1985 to $851.81 million in 2005. The large 
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Table 5.15 Total Personal Income and Per Capita Income Projections 
by County - Other Energy Projects 





Average Annual 





Income and Population, by Year Compound Percent Change 
County Population 
and Income Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 
Per Capita Income (1980 $) 17,028 15,192 13,584 13,800 14,436 -2.23 0.61 
Change from Baseline, 
Carbon County 
Population 10,627 10,502 14,018 15,342 15,826 2.81 eee. 
Total Personal, Income 
(1980 $ x 106) 180.96 159.55 190.42 A ip a apd 228.46 0.51 1.84 
Change from Baseline, 
Duchesne County 
Population 4,965 9,542 123333 14,910 17,167 9.53 3.36 
Total Personal Income 
(1980 $ x 10”) 84.54 144.96 167.53 205.76 247 .82 7.08 3.99 
Change from Baseline, 
Emery County 
Population 1,712 L722 2,932 3,176 3,367 5.60 1.32 
Total Personal Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 29.15 26.16 40.10 43.83 48.61 3.24 1.94 
Change from Baseline, 
Uintah County 
Population 18,940 34,690 44,174 52,445 59,006 8.84 2.94 
Total Personal. Income 
(1980 $ x 10°) 322.51 527.01 600 .06 723574... 851.81 6.41 3657 


neces 
Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 


population growth forecast for Uintah County would overshadow the decline in 
per capita income during the 1985-1995 period by having total personal income 
increase throughout this period at a 6.41% annual rate. The 1995-2005 period 
would expand at a slightly slower rate, 3.57% annually. 


5.3.3 Public and Private Infrastructure Effects 


In addition to the effects of the other energy project developments on 
population, employment and income, there would also be a noticeable impact on 
the public and private infrastructure of the counties and communities in east- 
central Utah. The annual growth rate for infrastructure service demands are 
presented in Table 5.16 for each county. The magnitude and duration of impact 
by infrastructure category is illustrated in Tables 5.17-5.20. 
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Table 5.16 Infrastructure Service Demand Growth Factors 
Precipitated by the Development of the Other 
Energy Projects in East-Central Utah 


re tne hl ie Sc <a 
Cumulative Growth Factors, 1985-20052 


Infrastructure Category Carbon Duchesne Emery Uintah 
SE eee n en nee ae 
Housing 

Single family units 1 B) 2 3 

Multifamily units 1 ; 3 2 3 

Mobile homes 1 3 2 3 
Education 

Students 3 6 3 7 

Classrooms 2 6 3 7 

Teachers 2 6 3 7 


Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care Z 3 
Long-term care 3 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 2 
Dentists 2 
Nurses 2 
Public health nurses a 
. Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 0 = 3 
Mental health workers 2 2 ~“ 


ie) 
Wo Ww 
CO WwW 


WwW & WwW wW 
Wo Ww Ww 


> 
Toe 
Wo Lo 


Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail floor space 
Juvenile holding cells 
Fire Protection 
Water flow 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 3 - 3 
Emergency medical 
technicians 2 3 - 3 


NH —& B fo 
NM WwW W 
NB WwW W W 
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Table 5.16 (Cont'd) 





Cumulative Growth Factors, 1985-20052 


Infrastructure Category Carbon Duchesne Emery Uintah 





Utility Service Demands 
Water system 


Connections 1 3 2 3 
Supply capacity 1 3 2 3 
Storage capacity 1 3 2 3 
Treatment capacity 1 3 2 3 
Sewage system capacity 1 3 2 3 
Other Services 
Park land area 1 4 2 3 
Libraries 
Books 1 3 2 3 
Floor space 1 3 2 3 


SSS 


@Computed as the ratio between 1985 and 2005. 


bundefined. 


5.3.3.1 Rate of Change in Other Energy Project Infrastructure Demands 
Painarrbethic aad Ante ~ hed aoa atdtrechcslcnh eel P Eaateasendct® ocbacrsielssien scl tteceln ic etinaban 


The following section describes the annual rate of growth projected to 
be incurred by each infrastructure category. Housing is dealt with in more 
detail because community and CCD impacts are included in the analysis. Table 
C.3 in Appendix C presents the change in housing demand by community and CCD. 


In 1985, there would be a need for 11,019 additional housing units in 
the four-county region. Of these, 6,612 would be single family units, 1,653 
multifamily units, and 2,755 mobile homes or trailers. In the year 2005, this 
region is projected to require 27,132 additional housing units. This demand 
would comprise 16,280 single family units, 4,070 multifamily units, and 6,783 
mobile homes or trailers. A discussion of the demands by county and community 
follows. 


Carbon County is projected to have the slowest increase in housing 
demand in the region. Housing demand from the other energy projects would 
increase by only 20% over the 20 years studied. Two of the three Census 
County Divisions (CCDs) in the county would actually experience a decline in 
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Table 5.17 Summary of the Changes in the Carbon County Infrastructure 
Service Demands Resulting from the Development of Other 
Energy Projects in East-Central Utah® 


a gr eS Sa a A 
1985 1990 L995 2000 2005 


Projected Other Projects Projected Other Projects Projected Other Projects Projected Other Projects ; Projected Other Projects 


Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in % of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in 4% of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment? Demand Total 


ee ee ee eee Oe 


Housing units 


Single family 1,290 Aes Sa KKek 64.2 72 IAS 2,000 48.5 2,396 254 las) Pesos BPRS! 22025 5059 2,636 22 51.4 

Multifamily 323 580 64.2 Do2. 500 48.4 599 635 Sil 632 656 50.9 659 698 51.4 

Mobile homes 538 966 64.2 886 834 48.4 998 tI OSI, SWS: 11 (0)S35' 1093 50.9 1,098 1,164 54 
Education 

Students 1,924 Ze OW, Biba 3,824 P(O)5 2 34.9 4,824 3,679 G33 4,624 4,790 es 4,724 5es0y, Swale 

Classrooms Tah 81 sihss! 153 82 34.9 193 147 43.2 185 192 50.9 189 202 Stilkszs 

Teachers » TET) 81 Sligs! 153 82 34.9 193 147 43.2 185 192 50.9 189 202 Sle 


Health Care 
Hospital beds 


General care 1s: ABi\ Doe 25 21 45.7 29 28 49.1 30 31 50.8 shi 32 50.8 

Long-term care 25 s) Zora 39 19 Sh) Ate! 39 2 SW all 39 24 Borel 43 25 36.8 
Medical personnel 

Doctors 5 6 54.5 8 6 42.9 9 8 NF] esl 9 9 50.0 10 10 50.0 

Dentists 4 5 DAG) 7 5 Ma Af 8 7 46.7 8 8 50.0 8 8 50.0 

Nurses 13 18 Sejoil 72h 18 46.2 25 24 49.0 25 26 Se 26 pi) 509 

Public health nurses 2 2 50.0 3 72 40.0 3 3 50.0 3 3 50.0 4 3 42.9 
Mental health care 

Clinical psychologists 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 

Mental health workers 1 1 50.0 2 1 3eh58' 2 l BBS 2 2 50.0 2 2 50.0 


Public Safety 
Law enforcement 


Police officers 15 21 58.3 25 21 45.7 29 28 49.1 30 Si 50.8 31 32 50.8 
Patrol cars 15 73M 58.3 25 all 45./7 29 28 49.1 30 31 50.8 31 32 50.8 
Jativepace, (sq £t) 3h 7s! 5,314 D869 6,161 De aol 46.0 7/ Kop 7,009 49.5 7,306 7,671 Whig Vissi I ST) 50.4 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 50.0 2 1 s1eh58) 2 2 50.0 z 2 50.0 2 2 50.0 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 3,000/ 3,000/ 50.0 3,000/ 3,000/ 50.0 3,000/ 3,500/ Syskste! 3,000/ 4,000/ Sy/ oil 3,000/ 4 ,000/ Die 
duration (hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 2 50.0 3 2 40.0 3 3 50.0 3 3 50.0 4 3 42.9 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 14 50.0 21 14 40.0 21 21 50.0 21 21 50.0 28 21 42.9 


Utility Service Demands 
Water system 





Connections 2,390 3,428 58.9 SOS 3,388 46.0 4,620 4,522 49.5 4,714 4,949 Silva 4,872 5,106 Slee 
Supply (108 gal/d) 3.8 Sig5) Ore 6.4 Rolf 45.8 724 Inv 49.3 Te 7.9 Shas) Hots 8.2 lees 
Storage (10® gal/d) 1.9 Deh ehey// B67 Let 45.8 Siod/ 3}47/ 50.0 Saks" 4.0 Sls s} 3.9 1251 Shs 
Treatment (108 galid) 3.8 Dies) 59.1 6.4 5.4 45.8 7.4 W 2 49.3 es 7.9 piles 7.8 8.2 Swiss 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) Ons ail Oe ee es@ 45.65 1.4 Ihalf 50.0 gS: os 50.0 e5 16 S126 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 45 64 Doe 74 63 46.0 86 84 49.4 88 92 wheal 91 95 Riki 
Libraries 
Books 14,812 21,254 58.9 24,642 21,004 46.0 28,642 28,036 49.5 IMs) PP 30,684 Slee 30,202 312652 Sills 
Space (sq ft) 35703 DLS 58.9 6,161 Se Zoi 46.0 7,161 7,009 49.5 7,306 7,671 S12 Hf a 7,913 Slee 
2Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, bNumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 5.18 Summary of the Changes in the Duchesne County Infrastructure 
Service Demands Resulting from the Development of Other 
Energy Projects in East-Central Utah® 


eee 


1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


projected ~~ “Other Projects Projected Other Projects _ Projected © _Other Projects _ Projected  _Other Projects _ Projected © _Other Projects _ 


Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in % of Demand Change in &% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in h of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total 


ae ere ne! We ee 


Housing units 


Single family 1,007 1,010 SO Le O72. Peo2) 63.0 P055 2,168 67.3 1,088 2,540 70.0 ls, thes WES, TZ) 
Multifamily 25:2 Dei: 50.0 268 456 63.0 264 542 67.3 273 635 69.9 » 285 po 71.9 
Mobile homes 420 421 SO 447 761 63.0 439 904 67.3 454 1059 70.0 475 MPAs, 72.0 
Education 
Students Le254 989 44.1 1,924 1,858 49.1 2,244 3h. IY, 58.5 1,824 4,632 ike t 1,724 5,941 Liles 
Classrooms 51 40 44.0 7! 74 49.0 90 126 Shela s! 1S, 185 ike? 69 238 Lied 
Teachers . Si 40 44.0 Ld 74 49.0 90 126 58.3 ifs! 185 Tiley 69 238 T1e> 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care hat 10 47.6 13 19 59.4 13 IS 65.8 12 30 Tika: ial 34 1D20 
Long-term care 6 1 14.3 9 3} Ze) 14 7 sists! 18 8 30.8 24 9 Zines 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 3 42.9 4 6 60.0 4 7 63.6 4 9 69.2 4 10 Pikegl 
Dentists 3 3 50.0 4 5 ale 60.0 3) 8 Peed 3 9 7560 
Nurses 9 8 47.1 ll 16 59.3 Ey 21 65.6 10 25 71.4 10 29 74.4 
Public health nurses 2 1 B33 2 #2 50.0 60.0 2 3 60.0 2 3 60.0 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 1 1 1 50.0 l 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health workers 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 2 66.7 ] 2 66.7 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 1 10 47.6 13 19 59.4 13 mS 65.8 a 30 71.4 Ly 34 fish oie: 
Patrol cars ll 10 47.6 13 19 59.4 13 15) 65.8 72 30 7124 1] 34 TS inlsy 
Jail space (sq ft) 2,608 2,483 48.8 3,058 LTT 60.9 3,058 6,166 66.8 2,863 12455 Uses 2ehOS 8,584 ASAI 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 2 66.7 1 2. 66.7 1 Is 66.7 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 2,500/ PD ILSOV 47.4 3,000/ 3,000/ 50.0 3,000/ 3,500/ 53.8 2,500/ 3,500/ Does 2,500/ 4,000/ SS 
duration (hr) 10 2 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Emergency Medical Service ; 
Ambulances 2 1 3300 2 2 50.0 2 3 60.0 2 3 60.0 2 3 60.0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 7 Sisins' 14 14 50.0 14 2) 60.0 14 21 60.0 14 21 60.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections if foxes! 1,602 48.8 1917-3, 3,078 60.9 iL eos} 35979 66.9 1,847 4,810 Was i, WA Siete! VS)! 
Supply (108 gal/d) Pest) Die O 49.1 Sel 4.9 61.3 Bist! 6.4 66.7 S35(0) Poll 7270 Zoo 8.9 76.1 
Storage (10° gal/d) as 3! 50. Note Die) 61.0 1.6 Sha 66.7 gs 3.8 Wei Wee 4.4 ASAE, 
Treatment (10® oo he PrevFl 2.6 49.1 Brel 4.9 Hho s' Big? 6.4 66.7 350) Wel fi220 2.8 8.9 Hi Ore 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) 0.5 Oe 50.0 0.6 1.0 6275 0.6 ae 66.7 0.6 hos H/ Mbeslt Ons iy, TH RRS 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 32 28 46.7 3h7/ Sy7/ 60.6 37 74 66.7 B85 89 WAS 33, 103 hed 
Libraries 
Books 10,430 9,930 48.8 12,230 19,084 60.9 12250 24,666 66.9 11,450 29,820 res 10,810 34,334 76.1 
Space (sq ft) 2,608 2,483 48.8 3,058 UST /A| 60.9 3,058 6,167 66.9 2,863 1455 U2BS: 2103 8,584 Orel 
ee a ee ores gL a esses 
4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, Numbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post~1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Cuurdinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 5.19 Summary of the Changes in the Emery County Infrastructure 
Service Demands Resulting from the Development of Other 
Energy Projects in East-Central Utah® 





——_—_—_—— 








1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Projected POther frojects = “Projected _Other Projects  § Projected Other Projects Projected _Other Projects § Projected Other Projects== 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in h of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment De mand Total Increment Demand Total Increment De mand Total 
Housing units 
Single family 382 374 49.5 448 328 42.3 472 S}S}5) 5) Sis 1 448 545 54.9 -412 561 56.9 
Multifamily 96 93 49.2 2 82 4 2ie3 118 134 ere 2 136 54.8 103 140 56.9 
Mobile homes 159 156 49.5 187 13)7 42.3 197 223 Ser! 187 227 54.8 haf 22 2 56.9 
Education 
Students 816 303 PAT ess 1,416 336 IMS ee! eG 779 Sila. 1,516 1,000 Shay iL vse 1045 40.8 
Classrooms” 33 12 Zoe 57 PS 18.6 69 3hil 3.0 61 40 39 .6 61 42 40.8 
Teachers 33 V2 26.7 57 13 18.6 69 S)Il S10 61 40 39.6 61 42 40.8 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 6 3 318i! 7 3 30.0 8 6 42.9 7 6 46.2 7 7 50.0 
Long-term care 6 2 2560 6 3 s)52' 6 5 45:25 4 5 55.6 4 5 SSAC 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 2 1 33.5 3 1 WAG 3 2. 40.0 2 2 50.0 2 2 50.0 
Dentists 2 1 s8lg3' 2 1 SOs 2 2 50.0 x 2 50.0 2 2 50 .0 
Nurses 5 3 37/53) 6 3 313}5 3 7 5 41.7 6 5 45.5 6 6 50.0 
Public health nurses 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists l 1 1 1 1 l 1 l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Mental health workers 1 l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 l l 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 6 3 33}6 3) 7 3 30.0 8 6 42.9 7 6 46.2 7 7 50.0 
Patrol cars 6 3 33i.3 if 3 30.0 8 6 42.9 7 6 46.2 7 7 50.0 
Jail space (sq ft) S05 856 39.6 1,695 861 BiSiod/ ib teh Ss 1,476 44.8 1,640 1,588 49.2 D0 1,634 Sykes 
Juvenile holding cells 1 1 1 1 1 l 1 l l l -b =o 1 1 | 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm)/ 1,750/ e250) “leh 2,000/ 1,250/ SNeloS 2,000/ iL 77 SOY 46.7 2,000/ iL 7/Sx0y/ 46.7 2,000/ 1,750/ 46.7 
duration (hr) 7 5 8 i 5 8 7 8 7 8 7 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 l 50.0 , 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 
Emergency medical 
technicians 7 1 1 if 1 1 7 i 50.0 7 7 50.0 vf 7 50.0 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections 842 52 39.6 1,094 556 Shed! Aly! oye 44.8 1,058 OS 49.2 1,000 1,054 S13 
Supply (10° gal/d) ee 0.9 40.9 1.8 0.9 B33 i9 es) 44.1 il iz/ 1.6 48.5 Less a Dee 
Storage (10° gal/d) 0.7 0.4 36.4 Oe 0.4 30.8 One 0.8 Lg ah 0.8 0.8 50.0 0.8 0.8 50.0 
Treatment (108 gal/d) Was! 0.9 40.9 Ul sf! 0.9 315153) Neg 6S 44.1 5 7/ 1.6 48.5 1.6 thes F SS 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) OS 0.2 40.0 Ores 0.2 40.0 0.4 ess 42.9 0.3 Qos! 50.0 O23 0.3 50.0 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 16 10 3355 72) \ 10 B23 22 18 45.0 20 19 48.7 19 20 S123 
Peel pie SELLS 3,424 39.6 6,778 3,444 CVshog/ 7,258 5,904 44.9 6,558 Ons e 49.2 6,198 6,534 Cals 
Space (sq ft) We 10s, 856 39.6 IL s(oKe}5) 861 Bie! Sli 1,476 44.8 1,640 1,588 49.2 O00 1,634 5 ihe 


Dee — ———— nina noe bane ay ey 


bNumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


4Developed from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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Table 5.20 Summary of the Changes in the Uintah County Infrastructure 
Service Demands Resulting from the Development of Other 
Energy Projects in East-Central Utah® 


ne 


1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Projected  _Other Projects Projected © _Other Projects Projected © _Other Projects Projected ©_Other Projects _ Projected = _Other Projects _ 
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 
Demand Change in % of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in 4% of Demand Change in % of Demand Change in % of 
County/Service Category Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment Demand Total Increment? Demand Total 
nr ee eee em 
Housing units 
Single family 1,014 2,909 Tite? 1,502 6,316 80.8 1,560 ees Saez 1,566 8,886 85.0 1,608 10,001 86.1 
Multifamily 254 727 74.1 378 eyes) 80.7 390 129331 83.2 392 Dy pias 85.0 402 2,500 86.1 
Mobile homes 423 ez ie2 74.1 630 2,632 80.7 650 Shy 22s} 83.2 653 3} 70) 85.0 670 4,167 86.1 
Education 
Students 1,400 2,849 Coy sill 3,010 6,411 68.1 3.770 Mb Za 74.9 3,020 16,205 84.3 POO 20,485 88.0 
Classrooms 56 114 67.1 121 256 67.9 151 450 74.9 121 648 84.3 ly 819 88 .0 
Teachers 3 56 114 67.1 121 256 67.9 151 450 74.9 A 648 84.3 ily 819 88.0 
Health Care 
Hospital beds 
General care 11 38 Vie 0 18 69 Pee 19 88 S22 17 105 86.1 16 118 88.1 
Long-term care 10 4 28.6 7A 10 Bis 29 24 VS e5.5' 35 29 LN) 53) 42 $72 Les Vee 
Medical personnel 
Doctors 4 ll 133 6 21 IT xe 6 ref 81.8 6 32 84.2 5 35 87.5 
Dentists 3 10 76.9 5 17 ibs 5 PD. 81.5 5 26 83.9 4 30 88 .2 
Nurses 9 32 78.0 15 59 TSIM 16 75 82.4 1S 89 85.6 14 100 Sitio, 
Public health nurses i 4 66.7 2 i Wists v 9 81.8 2. Lil 84.6 2 ib Sorel 
Mental health care 
Clinical psychologists 1 1 SOK6BO 1 2 66.7 1 2 66.7 1 3 75.0 1 3 1530 
Mental health workers 1 2 66.7 1 4 80.0 1 4 80.0 1 5 S3res 1 6 85:07 
Public Safety 
Law enforcement 
Police officers 1l 38 77.6 18 70 195 19 88 82.2 17 105 86.1 16 118 88.1 
Patrol cars 11 38 alee O 18 70 UNS 19 88 S2iaZ LH/ 105 86.1 16 118 88.1 
Jail space (sq ft) 2,602 9,470 78.4 4,402 17,480 19.9 4,672 22,087 825 A232, IAG) P2728 86.1 3,842 29,503 88.5 
Juvenile holding cells 1 3 UDA 2 5 71.4 2 6 1560 z 7 if ats! 1 8 88.9 
Fire Protection 
Water flow (gpm) / 2,500/ 4,000/ los) 3 ,000/ 5,500/ 64.7 3,000/ 6 ,000/ 66.7 3,000/ 7 ,000/ 70.0 3,000/ 7 ,000/ 70.0 
duration (hr) 10 10 10 . 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Emergency Medical Service 
Ambulances 2 4 66.7 2 7 Tes 2 9 81.8 2 11 84.6 2 L2 ea / 
Emergency medical 
technicians 14 28 66.7 14 49 dled 14 63 81.8 14 Wil 84.6 14 84 S15 7 
Utility Service Demands 
Water system 
Connections i O19 6,110 78.4 2,841 dh She 79.8 SOS iA 22S) 82.5 1 ahi 16,919 86.1 2,479 19,035 88.5 
Supply (108 gal/d) Zeal 9.8 78.4 4.5 7 s&, 79.9 4.8 2D rte} 82.6 4.4 Pat as 86.0 4.0 305 88.4 
Storage (10° eal) ike! 4.4 79.0 2e3 9.0 79.6 Poth a 82.6 Da cog? SAS 86.1 Ai iS e2. 88.4 
Treatment (10° gal/d) Pell 9.8 78.4 oS wr) 79.9 4.8 22.8 82.6 4.4 DY oll 86.0 4.0 30.5 88.4 
Sewage system (10° gal/d) ORD ibesz/ Hig! 0.9 S55 195 0.9 4.4 83.0 0.8 Dyers 86.7 0.8 329 88.1 
Other Services 
Parks (acres) 572 114 Theis)! 53 208 191 Si/ 265 82.3 Syil sats 86.1 47 354 88.3 
Libraries 
Books 10,408 37,880 78.4 17,608 69,380 79.8 18,688 88,348 322.55) 16,928 104,890 86.1 15,368 118,012 88.5 
Space (sq ft) 2,602 9,470 78.4 4,402 7 BYES 79.8 4,672 22,087 S2e5 UN PAS ZOm225 86.1 3,842 29 ,503 88.5 
a a ETE TLS a as 
4Neveloped from guidelines prepared by the Department of Community and Economic Development, bNumbers represent service demands required to satisfy the post-1980 baseline population 
State of Utah and population projections from the UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning growth regardless of 1980 operating conditions. 


Coordinators Office (June 1983). See Appendix A for service standard guidelines. 
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additional housing demand over the 1985-2005 period; Helper and East Carbon 
CCDs. Only the Price CCD would realize a steady growth in housing demand, 
with demand increasing by 53% between 1985 to 2005. fThe city of Price is 
forecast to have the greatest level of housing demand in the county (2,421 
additional units by 2005), and the greatest increase in demand over the period 
(53.3% from 1985 to 2005). The unincorporated area in the Price CCD would 
also grow rapidly (53% increase, 1985-2005). 


In Duchesne County, the housing demand from the other energy projects 
is concentrated in the Roosevelt CCD. Countywide, there would be a 190% 
increase in housing demand over the 20 years studied. Housing demand in the 
Roosevelt CCD is projected to be nearly three times the 1985 level. The city 
of Roosevelt would absorb the greatest amount of this housing demand growth in 
the CCD. In the year 2005, 3,336 additional units would be required in 
Roosevelt. The unincorporated area in the Roosevelt CCD would also grow 
substantially, as 1,260 additional units would be required in the year 2005. 


Housing demand in Emery County is projected to increase by 504 from 
1985 to 2005 due to the other energy projects. Emery would have the smallest 
demand for housing relative to the counties throughout the period; only 935 
additional units are estimated to be required in the year 2005. The most 
dramatic increase in housing demand within Emery County would occur in the 
Emery-Ferron CCD where demand in 2005 would be 330% greater than in 1985 
(i.e., nearly 4.5 times the 1985 level of demand). Because of the number of 
housing units involved, the absolute change is not as significant as the 
percentage change when compared to growth in other areas of the county. There 
would be a sharp decrease in housing demand over the 20 year period in the 
Green River CCD. In this CCD, new housing demand“ would drop by 68% between 
1985 and 2005, with the largest decreases projected to occur in the city of 
Green River. Within the Castle Dale-Huntington CCD a moderate increase in 
housing demand is forecast. The city of Castle Dale would have the greatest 
proportion requiring 229 additional units in 2005. 


Because of its large population and employment growth projections, 
Uintah County would have the greatest new demand for housing units throughout 
the period. By the year 2005, 16,668 additional units would be required to 
satisfy the demand created by the other energy projects. This would be 
equivalent to a 244% increase in demand between 1985 and 2005. The Vernal CCD 
is projected to be the fastest growing area in the county, since demand would 
increase by 250% over the study period. The city of Vernal would require an 
additional 7,123 units by 2005. This level of housing demand would be the 
greatest within the whole region. Naples would also grow rapidly, as there is 
expected to be a need for 3,288 additional units by 2005. The unincorporated 
areas in the Vernal CCD would also realize comparable increases in housing 
demand. In the Uintah-Ouray CCD, 314 additional housing units would be needed 
by 2005 to satisfy the population growth demands from the other projects. 


Education is projected to incur the greatest percentage increase in 
demand of all the infrastructure categories considered (Table 5.16). 
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Increases between 1985 and 2005 are projected to range from 2.5 times the 1985 
level in Carbon County to more than a sevenfold increase in Uintah County. 


Substantial percentage increases would also occur regarding the health 
care services requirements. Duchesne, Emery, and Uintah counties would all 
have to increase the number of general care hospital beds by at least 200% to 
satisfy the other energy projects demand. There would need to be nine times 
as many long-term care beds in Duchesne County in 2005 as in 1985, and eight 
times as many in Uintah County. In the other two counties, increases in the 
number of hospital beds required would be less than 200%. The number of 
medical personnel would need to increase in each county. In Carbon County, 
the number of additional doctors, dentists, and nurses required range from 50% 
to 67%. In Uintah and Duchesne, the additional medical personnel required 
between 1985 and 2005 would more than double. The number of mental health 
care workers required would not increase as rapidly as that of the medical 
profession. 


Percentage increases in public safety requirements would be of a lower 
magnitude than for education or health care. Police officers and patrol cars 
are projected to increase by more than threefold in Uintah and Duchesne 
counties and by 50% in Carbon County. Similar changes in demand would occur 
in the amount of additional jail space required to satisfy the growth induced 
by the other energy projects. Fire protection would also need to expand; 
increases in the indicator of fire protection, fire flow, are projected to 
expand by less than twofold in all four counties. There would need to be a 
200% increase in emergency medical services in Duchesne and Uintah counties, 
with a 50% increase in Carbon County. 


Utility service demands, including all water system components and the 
sewage system, would need to increase by 49% in Carbon County and by 90% in 
Emery. Duchesne and Uintah counties would require these utility services to 
grow to a level three times greater in 2005 than would be demanded in 1985 by 
the other energy project population. 


In each county, the degree of change for the park and library services 
is similar to that required for the public utilities. 


5.3.3.2 Magnitude of Impact Caused by Other Energy Project 
Infrastructure Demands 


In Carbon County the change in infrastructure service demands caused by 
the other energy projects would account for between 40% and 64% of the total 
new demand (baseline and other projects) for each service category. The 
service demands attributable to the baseline growth and the other energy 
projects proposed for development are presented in Table 5.17. The third 
column of every window year presents the proportion of the total new service 
demand that is required for the growth created by the other energy projects. 
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In 1985, the other energy projects would generate 64.2% of the housing 
demand in Carbon County, and between 50% and 61% for most other categories. 
In 1990 and 1995, however, the additional demand created by these other 
projects would make up less than 50% of the new service demands in nearly 
every category. Then by the years 2000 and 2005, the demand created by the 
other projects would again make up over half of the total services required in 
all but one category. The new infrastructure demands created by the other 
energy projects would not exceed 60% of the total service requirements, except 
for housing in 1985. 


The impact of the other energy projects would grow steadily from 1985 

to 2005 in Duchesne County. In 1985, the other energy projects would account 
for between 30% and 50% of the total new service demands in each category. In 
almost all categories, the proportion would be between 48% and 50%. By the 
year 2005, the demand caused by the other energy projects would make. up 
between 60% and 77% of the total new service demands in all but two categories 
(beds for long-term care, and clinical psychologists). Education is projected 
to have the highest percentage of new service demands attributable to the 
other energy projects in the year 2005, 77.5% of the total. 


Emery and Carbon counties are expected to have a similar magnitude and 
distribution of impact. In 1985, the other energy projects would account for 
between 25% and 50% of the total service demands in Emery County. The 
percentages for most categories would decline in 1990, before they would 
increase again in 1995, 2000, and 2005. By the year 2005, the other energy 
projects would create at least 50% of the demand in every category except 
education and fire protection. The increase in the demand for housing in 2005 
would be the service category most affected by the other energy projects 

(56.9% of the total). 


Uintah County would undergo the greatest amount of change in the four 
counties as a result of the other energy developments. In 1985, these energy 
projects are estimated to create from 50% to 79% of the total infrastructure 
service demands in all but one category (long-term health care beds). In 
1985, around 78% of the new utility services required would be the result of 
these other energy projects. The proportions increase throughout the study 
period. In the year 2005, the service demands of all categories caused by the 
other energy projects would be at least 85% of the total in all but a few 
categories. 


5.3.4 Indian Reservation Impacts 


The impacts on the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation have already been 
included in the county and CCD totals presented in Sec. 5.3.3. The impacts 
which are specific to the reservation are discussed in the following 
section. The population and household impacts are separated from the county 
and CCD totals presented earlier. Only population and housing impacts on the 
reservation will be discussed, due to the fact that the UPED model did not 
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provide employment and personal income figures for such a detailed geographic 
level. A sufficient data base was also unavailable to make public and private 
infrastructure projections. Total demands of the counties and CCDs involved 
do include the impacts which could occur in these categories on the 
reservation. 


The Ute tribe conducted a survey of the attitudes of its members 
regarding possible energy developments in the Uintah Basin. The results 
showed that the Utes had many of the same concerns as non-Indians regarding 
energy development in this area. Most were concerned that their wilderness 
areas would be ruined, especially the Hill Creek extension. They were also 
alarmed about the possibility of increased pollution and an overextension of 
public services. They were, however, favorable toward the prospect that the 
energy developments are expected to increase employment opportunities, 
stimulate the economy and encourage young people to stay on the reservation. 


Impacts on the reservation due to the development of other energy 
projects are projected to be quite substantial. Population growth is forecast 
to increase steadily throughout the period, reaching 4,561 people above the 
baseline in the year 2005. Between 1985 and 1995, the reservation population 
due to the other energy projects is projected to increase at a 9.25% annual 
growth rate, while from 1995-2005 the rate of growth would be 3.042 
annually. The total percentage change in other project-related population is 
forecast to be approximately 227%. Table 5.21 displays the population and 
household impacts by year. The number of additional households would expand 
from 481 to 1,296, or by 170% due to the other energy projects. This growth 
corresponds to a 7.54% annual rate of change between 1985 and 1995 and 2.68% 
annually thereafter until 2005. 


The population resulting from the other energy projects would account 
for between 34% and 59% of the total growth in population on the reservation. 


Table 5.21 Summary of Socioeconomic Impacts on the Uintah-Ouray Indian 
Reservation® by Category and Window Years for Other Energy Projects 


Average Annual 


Percent Compound 
Change from Baseline, by Year Change Percent Change 


Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1985-2005 1985-1995 1995-2005 


Population 1,396 2,668 3,382 4,035 4,561 226.7 9.25 3.04 


Households 481 852 995 1,147 1,296 169.4 7.54 2.68 


a 


@peservation is defined as the unincorporated portions of the Roosevelt and the Uintah and Ouray 
Census County Divisions. 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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Table 5.22 presents the population and household growth by window year and 
growth stimulus. The growth in the number of households is expected to follow 
much the same pattern as that of population. The other energy projects would 
produce 481 more households in 1985, and 1,296 more in 2005. This growth 
would represent between 22% and 40% of the total household growth on the 


reservation. 
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Table 5.22 Comparison of Population and Household Impacts on the 
Reservation -—- Other Energy Projects and Baseline Projections 





Socioeconomic Development Category 











Year and 
Cause of Change Population Growth Household Growth 
1985 
Projected Baseline Increment 2,667 1,690 
Other Projects 
Number 1,396 481 
Percent of Total 34.4 7 ae 
1990 
Projected Baseline Increment BN iF fee 1,938 
Other Projects 
Number 2,668 852 
Percent of Total 41.4 30.5 
1995 
Projected Baseline Increment 3,766 1,904 
Other Projects 
Number 3,382 995 
Percent of Total 47.3 34.3 
2000 
Projected Baseline Increment 3455 1,930 
Other Projects 
Number 4,035 1,147 
Percent of Total 5369 3/3 
2005 
Projected Baseline Increment 3,197 1,973 
Other Projects 
Number 4,561 1,296 
Percent of Total 58.8 39.6 


Source: adapted from UPED Model Output, Utah State Planning 
Coordinators Office (June 1983). 
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6 SUMMARY AND COMPARISON OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


This section depicts, through various means, the cumulative impacts of 
the high and low commercial development scenarios relative to the baseline 
projections. Included in the cumulative impacts are the effects of the other 
energy projects, to account for the simultaneous population and employment 
growth that would arise. Hereafter, the term cumulative scenario impacts will 
be used and should be interpreted as the impacts from the high or low 
commercial scenario together with the other energy projects. 


The baseline projections of population and employment are the actual 
levels that would be realized in the five window years. Conversely, the 
employment and population figures for the high and low commercial development 
scenarios and the other energy projects reflect the change from baseline 
conditions. 


6.1 TOTAL POPULATION IMPACTS BY COUNTY AND GROWTH STIMULI 


The total population impacts projected to potentially occur under the 
different growth stimuli -- high and low commercial development scenarios, 
other energy projects, and projected baseline — are displayed in Tables 6.1- 
6.3. Table 6.1 indicates the actual level of population impact; population by 
growth stimulus is presented as a change from the projected baseline 
population. In other words, the population impacts shown by growth stimuli 
correspond to the increment over the baseline directly attributable to 
proposed developments. Figure 6.1 further depicts the impacts of the growth 
stimuli by presenting the cumulative effects of each individually. Table 6.2 
then illustrates the proportional effects of the high and low cumulative 
scenario totals. Finally, Table 6.3 presents the average annual growth rates 
by county and time period for the population attributable to the high and low 
cumulative scenarios. 


The baseline projections presented in Table 6.1 alone predict that 
Carbon County would remain the largest county throughout the 1985-2005 period, 
and that Uintah County would be the second largest in terms of population. 
Population in Garfield, Grand, and Wayne counties would not be expected to 
reach 10,000 people under the baseline projections. When the impacts of the 
proposed energy developments in the area are considered, Uintah is projected 
to become the largest county, surpassing Carbon County in the first window 
year (1985). No other county is projected to grow to half the size of either 
Carbon or Uintah County. A discussion of the county-by-county trends is 
presented below. 
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Table 6.1 Total Population Impact by County and Growth Stimuli (1985-2005) 





Change from Baseline Population, by Year 





Other High Low 
County and Projected High Low Energy Cumulative Cumulative 
Window Baseline Commercial Commercial Projects Total Total 
Year (1) Scenario (2) Scenario (3) (4) (2+4) (3+4) 
Carbon County 
1985 29,590 76 76 10,629 10,705 10,705 
1990 34 ,500 Piel 2,895 10,497 215714 13,392 
1995 36,500 15,505 6,677 14,019 29,522 20 ,696 
2000 36,790 18,563 8,811 15,342 33,905 24,153 
2005 37,280 25,649 cee he ef 15,754 41,403 24,891 
Duchesne County 
1985 17,780 0 97 4,965 4,965 5,062 
1990 18,640 798 311 9,542 10,340 9,853 
1995 18,680 1,604 S72 UPR R Ee, 13,937 12,705 
2000 18,300 Liz? 423 14,910 16,037 bf Beles | 
2005 17,970 1,124 433 17,167 18,291 17,600 
Emery County 
1985 14,060 12 12 1,713 be rie i,/2o 
1990 14,840 1 891 747 W723 3,614 2,470 
1995 15,080 10,813 Leek 2,953 13,766 4,684 
2000 14,730 3,913 Lot ae 3,176 7,089 4,327 
2005 14,550 4,319 1,193 35265 7,584 4,458 
Garfield County 
1985 4,300 0 0 0 0 0 
1990 4,600 292 29 0 292 29 
1995 4,800 L212. 114 0 L212 114 
2000 4,990 1,390 124 0 1,390 124 
2005 aye.0 1,466 129 0 1,466 129 
Grand County 
1985 7,800 125 125 0 125 TZ 
1990 8,250 2,040 24959 0 2,345 2,559 
1995 8,460 15,383 2,878 0 15,383 2,878 
2000 8,330 7,556 2 Ait 0 7,556 2,477 
2005 8,500 7,997 2,569 0 Fp: 2,569 
Uintah County 
1985 25,720 0 ‘ 164 18,940 18,940 19,104 
1990 29,310 1,565 588 34,690 36,255 35,278 
1995 29,850 3,062 689 44,174 47,236 44,863 
2000 28,970 2,040 771 52,445 54,485 53,216 
2005 28,200 2,033 787 59,006 61,039 59,793 
Wayne County 
1985 2g230 0 0 0 0 0 
1990 2,340 159 159 0 159 159 
1995 2,500 bh 07,6 0 bs tie Be 1,076 
2000 2,740 2,780 758 0 2,780 758 
2005 2,930 3,093 786 0 3,093 786 
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Fig. 6.1 Total Regional Population Impact by Growth Stimuli 


Carbon County 


The impacts on the population in Carbon County due to the proposed 
energy developments are projected to be larger than in any other county except 
Uintah County. The high cumulative scenario (composed of the high commercial 
development scenario and the other energy projects) would account for more 
than 50% of the total population projected to be in Carbon County in 2005. 
Yearly population impacts would range from 10,000 to 41,000 under the high 
cumulative scenario, and from 10,000 to 25,000 under the low cumulative 
scenario. These cumulative impacts would compose between 25% and 53% of the 
total population projected for Carbon County between 1985 and 2005 under the 
high commercial development scenario. Similarly, between 25% and 40% of the 
total population projected for Carbon County under the low commercial 
development scenario would be attributable to the low cumulative scenario. 
The difference in impact between the two cumulative scenarios is roughly 10 
percentage points after the 1985 window year (see Table 6.2). 


Under both cumulative development scenarios, population impacts 
increase steadily throughout the 20 year period. This is depicted in Table 
6.3 through annual average compound growth rates. The high cumulative growth 
rate in 1990 is double the rate for 1995, representing a 15.19% and 6.34% 
annual rate of change, respectively. The annual population increase for the 
high cumulative scenario is between 2.8% and 6.3% during the rest of the 


period. For the low cumulative scenario, yearly increases range from 0.64 and 
9.1%. 
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Table 6.2 Population in Window Years Attributable 
to Cumulative Scenario Totals 





Baseline | Baseline 
- High + Low 
High Cumulative Low Cumulative 
County and Cumulative as % of Cumulative as % of 
Window Year Total Total Total Total 
Carbon County 
1985 40,295 26.6 40,295 26.6 
1990 56,214 38.6 47,892 28.0 
1995 66,022 44.7 57,196 36.2 
2000 70,695 48.0 60,943 39.6 
2005 78,683 52.6 62,171 40.0 
Duchesne County 
1985 22,745 21.8 22,842 ye eee 
1990 28 , 980 35.7 28 ,493 34.6 
1995 32,617 42.7 31,385 40.5 
2000 34,337 46.7 33 ,633 45.6 
2005 36,261 50.4 : 35,570 49.5 
Emery County 
1985 15,785 10.9 15,785 10.9 
1990 18,454 19.6 17,310 14.3 
1995 28,846 47.7 19,764 2367 
2000 21,819 32.5 19,057 22-7 
2005 22,134 34.3 19,008 23.5 
Garfield County 
1985 4,300 0 4,300 0 
1990 4,892 6.0 4,629 0.6 
1995 6,012 20.2 4,914 233 
2000 6,380 ae oie 5,114 an 
2005 6,676 22.0 5,339 2.4 
Grand County 
1985 4,925 1.6 7,925 1.6 
1990 10,595 ya a | 10,809 ysis 
1995 23,843 64.5 11,338 25.24 
2000 15,886 47.6 10,807 22.9 
2005 16,497 48.5 11,069 2342 
Uintah County 
1985 44,660 42.4 44,824 42.6 
1990 65,565 55.3 64,588 54.6 
1995 77,086 61.3 74,713 60.0 
2000 83,455 65.3 82,186 64.8 
2005 89,239 68.4 87,993 68.0 
Wayne County 
1985 25530 0 2,130 0 
1990 2,499 6.4 2,499 6.4 
1995 8,084 68.2 3,646 29.5 
2000 55520 50.4 3,498 2027 
2005 6,023 51.4 3,716 21.2 
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Table 6.3 Average Annual Population Growth Rates 
by Cumulative Development Scenario 


Average Annual Compound 
Percent Change by Scenario and Year 
County and 
Scenario Total 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 


Carbon County 


Low Cumulative - 4.58 9.10 3.14 0.60 
Duchesne County 

High Cumulative = 15.80 6.15 9.17 2.67 

Low Cumulative = 14.25 Dene 3.83 2.80 
Emery County 

High Cumulative - 15.94 30.67 -12.43 1.36 

Low Cumulative - 744 13.65 ~1.57 0.60 
Garfield County 

High Cumulative ~ -# 32.93 2.78 1.07 

Low Cumulative - -7 31.49 T.70 2.0.79 
Grand County 

High Cumulative ~ 79.74 45.67 13.25 1.14 

Low Cumulative - 82.91 2.38 “2.96 0.73 
Uintah County 

High Cumulative -_ 13.87 5.43 2.90 PAR 

Low Cumulative - 13.05 4.92 3.47 2\636 
Wayne County 

High Cumulative - -* 103.42 -12.80 2.16 

Low Cumulative - ee aCe) ted. 0.73 
a 

Undefined. 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne County is expected to be the third largest county throughout 
the 1985-2005 period, with a total projected population (composed of the high 
cumulative development scenario and the baseline projections) of 36,261 in 
2005. The greatest proportion of the cumulative growth would come from the 
development of other energy projects (more than 90%). There is not projected 
to be much actual difference between the high and low cumulative scenario 
totals, as just 691 more people would be expected under the high cumulative 
scenario in 2005. 
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Table 6.2 illustrates that the development of the proposed tar sands 
and other energy projects would induce between 20% and 50% of the total 
population projected to reside in Duchesne County. The proportion of the 
population attributable to both of the cumulative scenarios would increase 
steadily throughout the 20 year period. The population due to these energy 
developments would increase nearly fourfold for both high and low cumulative 
scenarios. This growth would translate into a 15.80% yearly growth from 1985 
to 1990 for the high cumulative scenario and a 14.25% yearly growth during the 
same period for the low cumulative scenario. This annual growth would be 
between 2% and 10% for both cumulative scenarios throughout the remainder of 
the period (see Table 6.3). 


Emery County 


Total population in Emery County (composed of either the high or low 
cumulative scenarios and the baseline projections) is expected to peak in 
1995, and experience a substantial decrease over the next five years. This 
decrease in additional population under either cumulative scenario is due 
largely to the population decline predicted to occur within each commercial 
development scenario: the change in population due to the high commercial 
development scenario is expected to drop from 10,813 in 1995 to 3,913 in 2000 
—- a 64% decrease; the change in population due to the low commercial 
development scenario is projected to decline from 1,731 to 1,151 during the 
same years for a 34% change. The magnitude of change in additional population 
is more highly influenced by the high commercial development scenario than any 
other stimulus because of the size of its projected population growth. 


In 1995, population due to the proposed energy developments would make 
up nearly 48% of the total population under the high cumulative scenario and 
just 24% under the low cumulative scenario. This proportion is expected to 
drop in the year 2000 to levels of 32.5% and 22.7%, respectively, as shown in 
Table 6.2. The projected change in population under the high cumulative 
scenario would translate into a 12.43% annual decline (1995-2000). Twice 
during the period, however, the population due to the high cumulative scenario 
developments increases at an annual rate greater than 15% (see Table 6.3). 


Garfield County 


Garfield County is expected to experience the smallest amount of 
population growth due to the proposed energy developments (tar sands and other 
energy projects). It is projected to remain the second smallest county in 
terms of population; only Wayne County would be smaller. The other energy 
projects would have no impact on Garfield County, and the low commercial 
development scenario would also cause very little population growth. The low 
cumulative scenario would only account for 129 additional people in 2005, a 
mere 2.5% of the county baseline population in that year. Table 6.2 shows 


——— 
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that the high cumulative scenario has a somewhat larger impact, but even at 
its peak accounts for only 23% of the total county population (baseline 
projection and high cumulative scenario). There is expected to be no 
additional population in 1985 due to any energy development. The only period 
of substantial population growth would occur between 1990 to 1995, as annual 
increases are projected to be over 30% for both the high and low cumulative 
scenarios (see Table 6.3). 


Grand County 


Population growth attributable to the cumulative scenario projects in 
Grand County would be concentrated in the first 10 years, with population 
declining after 1995 (see Table 6.1). Table 6.3 indicates that from 1985 to 
1990 annual population increases of over 75% per year would occur due to both 
the high and low cumulative scenarios. From 1995 to 2000, however, decreases 
in additional population are expected, especially under the high cumulative 
scenario, where population growth decreases by 50% (-13.25%/yr). 


Under the high cumulative scenario, population growth induced by the 
energy developments in the area would make up 65% of the total population 
(baseline projection and high cumulative scenario) in 1995, and around 50% of 
the total thereafter. Under the low cumulative scenario, Table 6.2 indicates 
that this proportion is projected to be around 25% for most of the period. 


Uintah County 


Table 6.1 clearly illustrates that Uintah County would experience the 
greatest increase in population due to the proposed energy developments 
(cumulative scenarios and other energy projects). It would surpass Carbon 
County as the largest county, with total population projected to climb over 
85,000 in the year 2005 (Table 6.2). The other energy projects proposed for 
the area would make up the bulk of the additional population, as the high or 
low commercial development scenarios alone would account for less than 3,100 
additional people at any one time. 


The high and low cumulative scenario population totals would be very 
close throughout the period, as they are projected to have induced roughly 
60,000 people to relocate to Carbon County in the year 2005. Table 6.2 
indicates that this additional population — caused by the cumulative scenario 
projects —- would make up over 60% of the total county population during most 
of the 20 year period. Yearly population growth within each scenario is also 
steady: annual increases of between 2% and 14% would occur throughout the 
period (see Table 6.3). 
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Wayne County 


Wayne County is expected to remain the smallest county throughout the 
20 years studied. Table 6.1 shows that no population growth is expected as a 
result of the proposed energy developments in 1985, and little growth is 
expected the next window year. But in 1995, population growth as a result of 
the high cumulative scenario would be 35 times the 1990 figure; under the low 
cumulative scenario, it is approximately 7 times the 1990 figure. This 
scenario-specific population growth is expected to decline, however, so that 
by 2005, only 3,093 additional people would remain as a result of the high 
commercial development scenario, and only 786 as a result of the low 
commercial development scenario. 


During most of the study period, population growth due to the high 
cumulative scenario developments would compose over half of the county total 
according to Table 6.2. For the low cumulative scenario, this proportion is 
between 20% and 30% during the most of the period. The large population 
increases expected under the high cumulative scenario in 1995 would result 
from a 103.42% average annual increase from 1990 to 1995. During this time 
there would be a 46.58% average annual increase under the low cumulative 
scenario (see Table 6.3). 


6.2 EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS 


The employment impacts by development scenario are shown in Tables 6.4- 
6.6. Figure 6.2 graphically illustrates the cumulative employment effects. 
The effects on employment from the development scenarios are very similar to 
the population impacts. Without the proposed “other” energy developments, 
Carbon County is predicted to have the greatest employment throughout the 
period. With the “other” energy developments, however, Uintah would have the 
largest level of employment. Wayne and Garfield counties would still have the 
smallest change in employment with or without the proposed developments under 
either cumulative scenario. 


Carbon County 


Carbon County would have the second most employment in the 20 year 
period, as total county employment (baseline employment and cumulative 
scenario totals) under the high cumulative scenario would total 34,373 in 2005 
(Table 6.5). At this time, employment generated by the proposed energy 
developments would compose over half of the total county employment. Under 
the low cumulative scenario, the proportion of employment from the energy 
projects would only be around 40%. Both the high and low cumulative scenarios 
would result in increased employment progressively throughout the period, as. 
annual increases for the high cumulative scenario range from 1.60% to 14.642, 
and for the low cumulative scenario range from 1.78% to 6.47% (Table 6.6). 
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Table 6.4 Total Employment Impacts by County and Growth Stimuli (1985-2005) 
(eens seals ARraeeines ret chee paces tion matin el 9 Bw TS bn ttn ao 2 ee WD 
Change from Baseline Employment, by Year (No. of Workers) 


Other High Low 

County and Projected High Low Energy Cumulative Cumulative 
Window Baseline Commercial Commercial Projects Total Total 
Year (1) Scenario (2) Scenario (3) (4) (2+4) (3+4) 


Carbon County 


1985 12,240 43 43 5,803 5,846 5,846 
1990 14,050 6,182 1,597 5,394 11,576 6,991 
1995 15,000 7,848 3,330 6,234 14,082 9,564 
2000 15,510 8,634 3,837 6,608 15,242 10,445 
2005 16,020 11,550 3,913 6,803 18,353 10,716 
Duchesne County 
1985 7,220 0 16 789 789 805 
1990 7,140 191 64 1,738 1,928 1,802 
1995 7,100 349 76 2,528 2,877 2,604 
2000 7,100 284 91 3,321 3,605 3,412 
2005 7,100 283 93 4,053 4,336 4,146 
Emery County 
1985 6,730 0 0. 487 487 487 
1990 6,650 376 ~ 202 1,104 1,480 1,306 
1995 6,770 3,209 290 1,646 4,855 1,986 
2000 6,800 876 219 1,700 2,576 1,919 
2005 6,880 963 229 1,735 2,698 1,964 
Garfield County 
1985 1,780 0 0 0 0 0 
1990 1,880 144 14 0 144 14 
1995 1,970 557 49 0 557 49 
2000 2,080 593 51 0 593 51 
2005 2,170 611 51 0 611 51 
Grand County 
1985 3,530 69 70 0 69 70 
1990 3,740 1,273 1,386 0 pee a fc | 1,386 
1995 3,830 8,092 1,361 0 8,092 1,361 
2000 3,880 3,228 1,022 0 3,228 1,022 
2005 4,030 3,334 1,043 0 3,334 1,043 
Uintah County 
1985 10,620 0 123 14,010 14,010 14,133 
1990 11,740 1,034 363 21,178 22 et2 21,541 
1995 11,900 1,823 383 22,772 24,595 235155 
2000 11,830 1,008 403 29,213 26,221 25,616 
2005 11,710 1,007 406 27,267 28,680 27,673 
Wayne County 
1985 960 0 0 0 0 0 
1990 1,050 124 124 0 124 124 
1995 1,130 4,207 790 0 4,207 790 
2000 1,240 1,560 370 0 1,560 370 
2005 1,360 1,489 376 0 1,489 376 
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Table 6.5 Employment in Window Years Attributable 
to Cumulative Scenario Totals 








Baseline Baseline 
+ High + Low 
High Cumulative Low Cumulative 
County and Cumulative as % of Cumulative as % of 
Window Year Total Total Total Total 
Carbon County 
1985 18,086 32.3 18,086 3259 
1990 25 ,626 45.2 21,041 33.2 
1995 29,082 48.4 24,564 38.9 
2000 30,752 49.6 25.5955 40.2 
2005 34,373 53.4 26,736 40.1 
Duchesne County 
1985 8,009 9.9 8,025 10.0 
1990 9,086 2720 8,942 20.2 
1995 9,977 28.8 9,704 26.8 
2000 10,705 33.7 10,512 3285 
2005 11,436 37.9 11,246 36.9 
Emery County 
1985 yee We 6.7 F ied is WY 6.7 
1990 8,130 18.2 7,956 16.4 
1995 11,625 41.8 8,756 22.7 
2000 9,376 Pay 8,719 22.0 
2005 9,578 28.2 8,844 2252 
Garfield County 
1985 1,780 0 1,780 0 
1990 2,024 Tel 1,894 1.6 
1995 23527 22.0 2,019 204 
2000 2073 2202 2,434 2.4 
2005 2,781 22.0 Faby 2g a | 2.3 
Grand County 
1985 3,599 1.9 3,600 1.9 
1990 5,013 25.4 5,126 2720 
1995 11,922 67.9 5,191 26.2 
2000 7,108 45.4 4,902 20.8 
2005 7,364 45.3 5,073 20.6 
Uintah County 
1985 24,630 56.9 24,753 57.1 
1990 33 ,952 65.4 33,281 64.7 
1995 36,495 67.4 35,055 66.1 
2000 38,051 68.9 37 ,446 68.4 
2005 40,390 71.0 39,383 70.3 
Wayne 
1985 960 0 960 0 
1990 1,174 10.6 1,174 10.6 
1995 5,337 78.8 1,920 41.1 
2000 2,800 55.7 1,610 23.0 


2005 2,849 52.3 1,736 21.7 
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Table 6.6 Average Annual Employment Growth Rates 
by Cumulative Development Scenario 





Average Annual Compound 
Percent Change by Scenario and Year 
County and 
Scenario Total 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 





Carbon County 





High Cumulative = 14.64 4.00 1.60 3.78 

Low Cumulative - 3.64 6.47 1.78 2.59 
Duchesne County 

High Cumulative = 19.57 8.33 4.61 3s16 

Low Cumulative - 17.49 7.64 s555 3.97 
Emery County 

High Cumulative ~ 24.90 26.82 ~-11.90 0.93 
Garfield 

High Cumulative - -4 31.07 1.26 0.60 

Low Cumulative - -4 28.47 0.80 0 
Grand 

High Cumulative - 79.14 44.76 -16.79 0.65 

Low Cumulative - 81.69 -0.36 -5.57 0.41 
Uintah 

High Cumulative - 9.66 2.06 Lene 1.81 

Low Cumulative - 8.79 1.46 2.04 1.56 
Wayne 

High Cumulative ~ —+ 102.35 -18.00 -0.93 

Low Cumulative - -4 44.82 -14.08 0.32 
4Undefined. 


Duchesne County 


Employment growth in Duchesne County is projected to be steady through 
the 20 years studied. Most of the projected increase in employment would 
result from the other energy projects, so the cumulative totals for the high 
and low scenarios are quite close (within 2%). Employment resulting from the 
high cumulative development scenario would increase from 789 in 1985 to 4,336 
in 2005; under the low cumulative scenario the range is 805 in 1985 to 4,146 
in 2005 (Table 6.4). These changes in employment would result in yearly rates 
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Fig. 6.2 Total Regional Employment Impact by Growth Stimuli 


of increase between 3.75% and 19.57% for the high cumulative scenario: a 40% 
growth in employment attributable to the proposed energy projects would also 
contribute. This additional employment, however, would make up less than 40% 
of the total county employment (1985-2005). 


Emery County 


Employment due to the proposed energy developments would comprise a 
relatively small portion of the total employment in Emery County. The 
additional employment would account for 15% to 30% of the total employment 
during most of the period, except in 1995 when the high cumulative scenario 
contributes 42% of the total (Table 6.5). Employment growth due to these 
scenario-defined projects is very erratic, as exhibited by the yearly 
increases in Table 6.6. Under the high cumulative scenario, there are 
expected to be annual increases of 25% or more during the first ten years 
under study. During the next five years, this additional employment decreases 
by nearly 12% per year. Similar trends at reduced levels are exhibited by the 
low cumulative scenario. 
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Garfield County 


Table 6.4 shows that there is expected to be less employment impact in 
Garfield than any other county in the area; in 2005 less than 700 jobs would 
be created by the proposed tar sands developments (there are no interrelated 
energy projects in Garfield County). Never during the period would the jobs 
created by the tar sands projects under the high cumulative (or commercial) 
scenario account for as much as one-fourth of the projected total county 
employment (Table 6.5). Employment created by the low commercial scenario 
would never comprise even as much as 3% of the total. Although there are few 
jobs involved, employment generated under the high commercial scenario is 
expected to increase almost fourfold from 1990 to 1995. The same sort of 
increase would occur during this period under the low commercial scenario, 
although it would be an actual gain of only 35 jobs (Table 6.6). 


Grand County 


In Grand County employment is projected to peak in 1995, when total 
employment (projected baseline and cumulative scenario total) under the high 
commercial scenario would reach 11,922. Of this, 8,092 (almost 68%) would 
result from the proposed high scenario tar sands developments in the area 
(Table 6.4). This additional employment is expected to decrease during the 
next 10 years, so that in 2005, 45% of the total county employment would 
result from the proposed high cumulative scenario projects (Table 6.5). Under 
the low cumulative scenario, 21% of the total employment would be from the tar 
sands projects in 2005. 


Large yearly employment increases would occur in the first five years, 
as annual increases of around 80% are exhibited under both scenarios (Table 
6.6). Both the high and low cumulative scenarios would also undergo a sharp 
decrease in employment from 1995 to 2000, and then increase slightly through 
the end of the period. 


Uintah County 


Employment in Uintah County is projected to be greater than any other 
county in the area. Substantial growth is forecast throughout the period 
under both the high and low cumulative scenarios. Employment generated under 
these scenarios would make up between one-half and three-fourths of the total 
county employment (Table 6.5). As in Duchesne County, the high and low 
cumulative totals are quite close as a result of the substantial impact 
corresponding to the other energy projects. Annual increases would be steady 
for both scenarios, ranging from 1% to 10% under the high cumulative and from 
1% to 9% under the low cumulative scenarios (Table 6.6). Total employment 
projected for the year 2005 would be nearly four times greater than in any 
other county except Carbon. 
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Wayne County 


Small actual changes in employment are projected to occur in Wayne 
County, but they correspond to large proportional increases. In 1995, 
employment generated under the high cumulative (or commercial) scenario would 
compose nearly 80% of the county total (Table 6.5). During the next 10 years, 
however, this proportion is anticipated to decrease to a still substantial 
53%. Under the low cumulative scenario, these percentages would be about half 
of the high cumulative proportions. From 1990 to 1995, the increase in 
employment under the high cumulative scenario would result from an average 
annual increase of 102%. In each of the subsequent two five year periods, 
however, an annual decrease is projected (Table 6.6). 


— 
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7 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS BY COMMUNITY AND SPECIAL TAR SANDS AREA 


In this section, a direct correlation is drawn between the population 
impacts on the communities and the particular STSA (or STSAs) causing these 
impacts. Table 7.1 presents the population impacts under the high commercial 
development scenario in two window years, 1990 and 2005. Table 7.2 shows the 
population impacts under the low commercial development scenario for the same 
window years. In the following sections, the impacts are described by 
scenario. 


7.1 HIGH COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 


The Sunnyside STSA would have the most population impact overall, and 
would affect the most communities. The largest impacts from the Sunnyside 
STSA would occur in the Price and the East Carbon CCDs, where population would 
increase substantially in the period 1990-2005. The Price CCD is projected to 
have 16,544 additional people in 2005 as a result of development of the 
Sunnyside STSA; East Carbon CCD would have an additional 7,391 people. 
Considerable impacts from this STSA would also be felt in the Castle Dale- 
Huntington and Green River CCDs in Emery County. 


Three STSAs -- Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks, Hill Creek, and Raven 
Ridge/Rimrock -—- would have an impact on the Roosevelt, Uintah Ouray, and 
Vernal CCDs. Of these, the development of the Asphalt Ridge STSA would have 
the greatest effect; population in each CCD is forecast to increase by over 
500 people. The Raven Ridge STSA would have the next greatest population 
impact, followed by the Hill Creek STSA. 


The Argyle Canyon/Willow Creek and San Rafael Swell STSAs would also 
affect at least three CCDs. The Argyle Canyon STSA would have an impact on 
the Duchesne CCD in Duchesne County and the Helper and Price CCDs in Carbon 
County. The San Rafael Swell STSA would affect the three CCDs in Emery County 
(Castle Dale-Huntington, Emery-Ferron, and Green River CCDs), and the Hanks- 
ville CCD in Wayne County. 


The Tar Sands Triangle STSA would impact only the Green River and 
Hanksville CCDs. These impacts would be large, however, as population would 
increase by 956 in the Green River CCD and 2,938 in the Hanksville CCD in the 
year 2005. 


Two STSAs —- Circle Cliffs and P.R. Spring -- would affect only one CCD 
each. The Circle Cliffs STSA would add 1,466 people to the population in the 
Escalante CCD in 2005. The P.R. Spring STSA would increase the population in 
the Thompson CCD in Grand County by 7,643 in 2005. 


Four CCDs would feel population impacts from at least three STSAs. The 
Roosevelt, Uintah Ouray, and Vernal CCDs would all be affected by the Asphalt 


Table 7.1 Change in Population by Community Correlated with the High Commercial 
Scenario Development of the STSAs, 1990 and 2005 


Se Sa Ta SR Sa aE SPE NR ute ae eS «gece neem gates eee orem EE Bt ee EE See ea us SB 
Change from Baseline Population, by STSA and Year 


Argyle Canyon/ Asphalt Ridge/ Circle Hill Raven Ridge/ San Rafael Tar Sands 
Willow Creek White Rocks Cliffs Creek P.R. Spring Rimrock Swell Sunnyside Triangle 
Counties and 
Comminities 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 


= eS ee a ae ae ee 


Carbon County 


East Carbon CCD 3,138 7,391 
East Carbon 2,322 5,469 
Sunnyside 816 1,922 
Unincorporated 0 0 

Helper CCD 37 77 900 1,471 
Helper 22 46 540 883 
Scofield aS a 0 0 
Unincorporated 15 31 360 588 

Price CCD 143 167 6,999 16,544 
Hiawatha oe a 0 0 
Price 93 109 4,549 10,753 
Wellington 26 30 1,260 2,978 
Unincorporated 24 28 : 1,190 2,813 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne CCD 129 248 
Duchesne City 129 248 
Rest of CCD 0 0 


Roosevelt CCD 555 630 
Altamont 0 0 
Myton 17 18 
Roosevelt 333 378 
Rest of CCD 206 234 
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Emery County 


Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD 130 297. 11,048 1,990 
Castle Dale : 45 104 367 696 
Cleveland : 8 18 62 119 
Elmo 5 12 42 80 
Huntington 32 74 263 498 


Orangeville 32 74 263 498 
Unincorporated 6 15 53 99 
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Table 7.1 (Cont'd) 





Change from Baseline Population, by STSA and Year 


Argyle Canyon/ Asphalt Ridge/ Circle Hill Raven Ridge/ San Rafael Tar Sands 
Willow Creek White Rocks Cliffs Creek P.R. Spring Rimrock Swell Sunnyside Triangle 
Counties and 
Comm nities 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 





Emery County (Cont'd) 


Emery-Ferron CCD 77 260 
Clawson 0 0 
Emery 19 65 
Ferron 58 195 
Unincorporated 0 0 

Green River CCD 44 195 445 620 146 956 
Green River 38 168 382 533 126 822 
Unincorporated 6 27 63 87 20 134 


Garfield County 


Escalante CCD 292 1,466 
Boulder 29 147 
Es calante 263 1,319 

Hite CCD 


Rest of County 


Grand County 


Thompson CCD 2,259 7,643 
Rest of County a a 


Uintah County 


Uintah Ouray CCD 487 594 0 66 10 0 
Ballard 195 237 0 27 4 0 
Rest of CCD 292 357 0 39 6 0 

Vernal CCD 502 494 0 316 566 563 
Naples TS 73 0 0 85 85 
Vernal 251 247 0 0 283 282 
Rest of CCD 176 174 0 158 198 197 


Wayne County 


Hanksville CCD | 17155 142 2,938 
Rest of County a5 c= v 
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Table 7.2 Change in Population by Community Correlated with the Low Commercial 
Development of the STSAs, 1990 and 2005 
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Change from Baseline Population, by STSA and Year 


Argyle Canyon/ Asphalt Ridge/ Circle Hill Raven Ridge/ San Rafael Tar Sands 
Willow Creek White Rocks Cliffs Creek P.R. Spring Rimrock Swell Sunnyside Triangle 
Counties and 3 
Commnities 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 §=2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 = 2005 


rr eS 
Carbon County 


East Carbon CCD 821 2,715 
East Carbon 608 2,009 
Sunnyside 213 706 
Unincorporated 0 0 

Helper CCD 219 482 
Helper 131 289 
Scofield 0 0 
Unincorporated 88 193 

Price CCD 1,855 5,940 
Hiawatha 0 0 
Price 1,206 3,861 
Wellington 334 1,069 
Unincorporated 315 1,010 


Duchesne County 


Duchesne CCD 
Duchesne City 
Rest of CCD 


Roosevelt CCD 306 425 
Altamont 0 0 
Myton 9 13 
Roosevelt 184 255 
Rest of CCD 113 157 


Emery County 


Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD : 127 28 258 677 
Castle Dale 45 10 90 237 
Cleveland 8 2 15 40 
Elmo 5 1 10 27 
Huntington 32 7 64 169 
Orangeville 32 7 64 169 
Unincorporated 6 1 13 34 
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Change from Baseline Population, by STSA and Year 


Argyle Canyon/ Asphalt Ridge/ Circle Hill Raven Ridge/ San Rafael Tar Sands 
Willow Creek White Rocks Cliffs Creek P.R. Spring Rimrock Swell Sunnyside Triangle 
Counties and 
Comminities 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005° 1990 2005 1990 2005 1990 2005 


—_————— vw eee 
Emery County (Cont'd) 


Emery-Ferron CCD 67 33 
Clawson 0 0 
Emery 17 8 
Ferron 50 25 
Unincorporated : 18 7 

Green River CCD 59 18 38 172 198 264 
Green River 51 16 33 148 170 226 
Unincorporated 9 3 5 24 27 37 


Garfield County 


Escalante CCD 29 129 . 
Boulder 3 13 
Escalante 26 116 

Hite CCD 


Rest of County 


Grand County 


Thompson CCD 2,510 2,453 
Rest of County == - 


Uintah County 


Uintah Ouray CCD 322 400 
Ballard 129 160 
Rest of CCD 193 240 

Vernal CCD 267 387 
Naples 0 0 
Vernal 134 194 
Rest of CCD 0 0 


Wayne County 


Hanksville CCD 17 16 147 770 
Rest of County -- -- es por 


a 


Les 
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Ridge, Hill Creek, and Raven Ridge STSAs. The Green River CCD would have 
population impacts from the San Rafael Swell, Sunnyside, and Tar Sands 
Triangle STSAs. All other CCDs would be impacted by two or fewer STSAs. 


7.2 LOW COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 


Under the low commercial development scenario, the Sunnyside STSA would 
again cause the largest population impacts. This STSA would affect the same 
five CCDs as under the high scenario: East Carbon, Helper, Price, Castle 
Dale-Huntington, and Green River CCDs. The population impacts would be less, 
but the Price CCD (5,940 additional people in 2005) and the East Carbon CCD 
(2,715 additional people in 2005) would incur the greatest level of effects. 


The San Rafael Swell STSA would again affect four CCDs -- all three 
CCDs in Emery County and the Hanksville CCD in Wayne County. Only minor 
increases in population would result, however, as Castle Dale-Huntington would 
grow the most — 127 additional people in 1995, and 28 additional in 2005. 


The Asphalt Ridge/White Rocks STSA would affect three CCDs under the 
low commercial development scenario. Population impacts from this STSA would 
be felt in Roosevelt CCD in Duchesne County, and Uintah Ouray and Vernal CCDs 
in Uintah County. Each of these CCDs would have around 400 additional people 
in 2005 as a result of development in the Asphalt Ridge STSA. 


The Tar Sands Triangle STSA would affect the same two CCDs as under the 
high commercial development scenario. Hanksville CCD would have 770 
additional people in 2005, and the Green River CCD would have 264 in 2005. 


The Circle Cliffs and P.R. Spring STSAs would affect only one CCD 
each. The Circle Cliffs STSA would cause population in the Escalante CCD in 
Garfield County to increase by 129 in 2005. The P.R. Spring STSA would result 
in 2,453 additional people in the Thompson CCD in 2005. 


Three STSAs -- Argyle Canyon/Willow Creek, Hill Creek, and Raven 
Ridge/Rimrock -- would have no determinable impact under the low commercial 
development scenario. 


Only the Green River CCD would be affected by three STSAs under this 
scenario. Population impacts would be felt in the Green River CCD from the 
San Rafael Swell, Sunnyside, and Tar Sands Triangle STSAs. Price CCD, 
although affected by only the Sunnyside STSA, would SrOW the most, with 5,940 
additional people projected in 2005. 
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APPENDIX A 


ANALYTICAL METHODS, ASSUMPTIONS AND MODELS USED IN THE ANALYSIS 


This appendix identifies the assumptions and analytical methods used in 
this report, and includes a discussion of the Utah Process Economic and 
Demographic Impact Simulation Model (UPED), and the Spatial Allocation Model 
(SAM). The summary descriptions of UPED and SAM are extracted from Final 
Soctoeconomie Technical Report, Uintah Basin Synfuels Development, published 
by the Utah State Energy Office et al. (Feb. 1983). 


A.l STUDY CONDITIONS, ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODS 
A.l.1 Baseline Projections 


Population and Employment 


The baseline projections contained in this report reflect the future 
based on the existing economic structure of the areas and the changing 
demographic characteristics of the population. The baseline is not a predic- 
tion of the future but rather an attempt to depict the direction current 
trends are likely to take in the area without tar sands development. Alterna- 
tive projections which assume tar sands development are then compared to the 
baseline projection to determine the impact that tar sands development will 
have on the area. 


Characteristic of the baseline projections are declining rates of 
growth over time. It is assumed that with a given economic structure, an area 
will begin to stabilize over the years as its economy matures; under these 
conditions accelerated growth would require increases in the basic employment 
sectors that would change the area's economic structure. The Utah Process 
Economic and Demographic Impact Projection Model (UPED) and the Spatial 
Allocation Model (SAM) were applied in making the baseline projections. 


Obviously the economic recession of 1981-82 will have an impact on 
baseline projections for Utah. These projections were produced before the 
severity of the 1981-82 national recession and its full impact on the state of 
Utah became apparent. These projections assume that (1) the national 
recession would have ended in 1982, (2) the recovery would occur during 1983, 
and (3) 1983 would be a growth year. The projections also assume that the 
recession will have no permanent deleterious structural effect on the state's 
energy and minerals industries or its economy in general. The validity of 
this assumption cannot be determined until a national recovery is well under 
way. 
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The baseline projections have been allocated to the census county 
divisions (CCDs) with the Spatial Allocation Model (SAM).* In allocating the 
areawide baseline projections among the constituent CCDs, a number of crucial 
assumptions were made. The most important of these is that the proportional 
distribution among these CCDs of each sector's basic employment would retain 
the pattern currently observed. Also assumed was the continuation of current 
inter-CCD trade patterns. The Price and Vernal CCDs are assumed to continue 
serving as the highest order market centers for most industrial sectors, with 
the other CCDs purchasing substantial amounts of goods and services from these 
areas. The Roosevelt CCD also serves as a high order center, especially as a 
source of commodities for the Duchesne and Uintah-Ouray CCDs, but Roosevelt 
does continue to procure substantial quantities of goods and services from 
Vernal. 


The community level baseline projections were developed with the 
cooperation of local government representatives. The Southeast Utah 
Association of Governments, the Uintah Basin Association of Governments and 
the Carbon and Uintah County Planning offices were participants. The basic 
assumption is that the proportion of the population which was historically 
located in incorporated communities would continue. Exceptions were made 
where there are constraints to growth based on current capacities and existing 
plans for expansion of services and facilities. 


The baseline projections have incorporated assumptions regarding coal 
production, oil and gas development, uranium development, manufacturing, power 
plant construction and commuting patterns which are important in understanding 
the baseline projections. The following discussion describes these assump- 
tions; the counties with projections based on similar assumptions are 
discussed together. 


Duchesne and Uintah Counties. In Duchesne and Uintah Counties basic 
employment in the oil and gas industry is projected to increase during the 
1980s (5.5% annual rate) but at slower rates of growth than were evidenced 
during the seventies. Oil and gas employment did increase significantly 
during the early part of the eighties but currently oil and gas activity has 
Slowed. How long this industry would stay depressed cannot yet be foreseen. 
In the baseline projection, the oil and gas industry is projected to reach 
maturity in 1990 and remain constant thereafter. 


In Uintah County the construction of the Bonanza Power Plant would 
create a small peaking of employment in 1984 and would contribute to the 
increase in basic employment as it moves into the operations phase. 
Construction of the portions of the Central Utah Project (CUP) — water 
development projects -- are also assumed in the baseline. CUP would provide 





*See Sec. A.2 for a description of SAM. 
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800 jobs through 1985 declining to less than 200 by 1990. Very little change 
is anticipated in other basic sectors in the baseline projections. 


Carbon and Emery Counties. In Carbon and Emery counties the baseline 
projections assumed growth in coal production to increase from 12.6 million 
tons in 1980 and move toward the target of 21.6 million tons per year by 
1990. During 1982 coal production exceeded 17 million tons per year. 
However, recent layoffs in this industry would reduce production in 1983 and 
it would appear that the short term projections (1983) have been overstated. 
It is still too early to tell whether or not the longer term projections for 
the coal industry have been overstated. The demand for coal would be created 
primarily by the development of the first two units of the Intermountain Power 
Project and units 3 and 4 of the Hunter Power Plant complex. After 1990, coal 
production is assumed to remain stable.* Production is allocated among the 
census county divisions (CCDs) in accordance with expectations of industry and 
local planners. Coal mining in the Green River CCD is assumed to be phased 
out by 1983 in the baseline projection. 


The Utah Power and Light's power plant construction plans include units 
3 and 4 of the Hunter Power Plant. Unit 3 is assumed to be completed on 
schedule in 1983. The Hunter Unit 4 is assumed to be delayed three years from 
its original schedule; construction would begin in 1985 with completion 
scheduled in 1987. Other sectors which drive growth in the local economy are 
assumed to follow historical paths throughout the projection period. 


Grand County. Uranium mining has formed the economic base of this 
county for several decades and has been the source of historical boom periods 
for this county. This industry also has experienced periods of decline like 
the one it is currently in; the price of processed uranium ore fell from $42 
per pound in 1978 to about $27 per pound in 1981. Uranium production and 
employment are assumed to remain at their 1982 depressed levels throughout the 
year 2000. This assumption was developed from information provided by local 
planners, industry representatives and from national uranium production 
forecasts. Oil and gas development was assumed to grow at a 2.4% annual rate 
throughout the decade and remain stable thereafter. Other driving sectors 
(e.g., tourism) are assumed to follow historical paths throughout’ the 
projection period. 


Garfield County. Much interest and discussion has centered around coal 
development in the Alton fields and the use of this coal to fire the proposed 





*Information from Utah Energy Facility Siting Study -- Chapter 8 -- Utah Coal 
Resources, Utah Consortium for Energy Research and Education, 1981, was used 
extensively in developing coal demand forecasts. 
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Allen Power Plant near Las Vegas, Nevada. This project is currently on hold 
and must overcome several obstacles before it becomes reality. Because of the 
uncertainty associated with this project and because coal development has 
historically not been a significant part of the economic structure of the 
area, Alton coal development or any associated power plant development was not 
included in the baseline projections. Uranium mining at Ticaboo in Eastern 
Garfield County is assumed to remain constant at late 1982 depressed levels 
until 1985 when it is assumed to increase to its early 1982 levels and remain 
constant thereafter. Tourism and trade are assumed to continue to be the 
driving force behind any growth in Garfield County under a baseline condi- 
tions. Growth in these industries is assumed to follow historical growth 
patterns. Agriculture is assumed to decline over the projection period 
consistent with historical trends. Commuting patterns are assumed to remain 
fairly constant as identified from employers and other primary data sources. 


Wayne County. The economic base of Wayne County comprises agriculture 
and government employment. Agriculture is assumed to remain constant through 
the projection period. Basic government employment is assumed to grow slight- 
ly through the projection period consistent with historical growth rates. 


Personal Income and Wages 


The analysis of income and wages was carried out at the county levels, 
and the data are provided in 1980 dollars (1980 $). 


The average monthly rates for the six counties from 1975 to 1980 for 
each major nonagricultural employment sector are provided in the report. 
Mining; construction; and transportation, communication, and utilities have 
historically had the highest average wage levels. Under the proposed 
developments, increased employment would be concentrated in the mining and 
construction sectors. 


The relationship between the state's per capita income and the per 
capita income of the counties was utilized in projecting baseline county 
personal income figures.* The relationship of county per capita income to the 
average state per capita income is provided in the report. The baseline 
income projections for the state assumed an annual growth rate of 1.7%; by the 
year 2000 the state per capita income would be $11,568. 


Carbon County achieved high average per capita income levels relative 
to the state in the last half of the 1970s. It is assumed that this 
phenomenon would be reversed during the next two decades and that by the year 


*The approach for projection of county personal income was developed by the 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, 
Utah. 
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2000, Carbon County per capita personal income would equal that of the 
state. Per capita personal income in Emery, Grand and Uintah counties are 
presumed to stabilize at 100% of the state figures for the entire projection 
period. Per capita income in Duchesne County has risen relative to the state 
average through the 1970s. This trend is assumed to continue with per capita 
income for Duchesne County reaching 95% of the state figure. Personal income 
in Garfield and Wayne counties has been consistently below the state average; 
it has been assumed that these counties would maintain per capita income 
levels that would be 85%, and 80% of the state average, respectively, over the 
projection period. 


A.1.2 Impact Projections 


Areawide Impacts 


The modeling of economic and demographic impacts through the use of the 
Utah Process Economic and Demographic Model (UPED) was accomplished by 
splitting the area of analysis into two regions. The Uintah Basin region 
which includes Duchesne, Uintah, and Daggett counties in Utah and the county 
census divisions of Rangely and Dinosaur in Rio Blanco and Moffatt in 
Northeast Colorado make up the first region. The second region, the Southeast 
Utah region, includes Carbon, Emery, Grand, and San Juan counties, the 
Hanksville CCD in Wayne County, and the Escalante CCD in Garfield County. 
These two regions interact economically to only a limited extent and are 
considered separate economic regions. For this report they were treated 
separately for modeling purposes. 


CCD Level Impacts 


Under the high commercial development scenario, the tar _ sands 
development proposals are in areas where little or no existing population 
centers or communities exist. For example, the P.R. Spring STSA, near the 
border of Uintah and Grand Counties, would be primarily accessed via I-70 near 
the small town of Cisco, a small unincorporated town in the Thompson CCD. The 
Tar Sands Triangle STSA would be accessed from State Route 10 near Hanksville, 
another very small unincorporated community. Population centers are at some 
distance from either of these STSAs and for this reason it was assumed that 
any development of the magnitude being proposed would require the development 
of a new community. These new communities would be developed at the existing 
communities of Cisco and Hanksville or would be developed nearer the projects. 


The Spatial Allocation Model (SAM) was used to allocate the multicounty 
division (MCD) impact projections produced by the UPED Model among affected 
community groups (census county divisions or CCDs). SAM allocations are based 
on commuting patterns of the tar sands operations and construction work 


340 


forces, historical industrial sector-specific trading patterns, and assumed 
changes in these trading patterns. Such trading pattern changes would be 
expected to result from growth in currently lower order-low self sufficiency 
CCDs (e.g., East Carbon CCD) which would be heavily impacted by the tar sands 
developments. 


The trading pattern assumptions are incorporated into a set of SAM 
calibration parameters, called SPINTs. Estimation of the SPINT parameters 
constitutes the primary analytical task in the SAM calibration. In both the 
Uintah Basin and Southeast Area, the trading pattern assumptions used in the 
tar sands impact analysis were based largely on those developed for the 
current baseline calibration. 


As part of the baseline calibration, continuation of current inter-CCD 
trading patterns was assumed. Vernal CCD is assumed to continue serving as 
the highest order market center for most industrial sectors, with the other 
CCDs purchasing substantial amounts of goods and service from Vernal. The 
Roosevelt CCD also serves as a high order center, especially as a source of 
commodities for the Duchesne and Uintah-Ouray CCDs, but Roosevelt does 
continue to procure substantial quantities of goods and services from 
Vernal. The only exceptions are in the nonmetal-nonfuel mining (gravel pits) 
and construction sectors where minor adjustments were made such that each CCD 
experiencing major growth impacts is projected to become more self-sufficient 
in providing its residents with these sectoral services. 


The bulk of the Southeast Utah trading pattern assumptions are derived 
from the baseline calibration. Thus, the Price CCD remains throughout the 
projection period as the highest order center in the MCD, with the Moab CCD 
being the major second level service center dealing primarily with the San 
Juan and Grand County CCDs. 


Several additions and modifications were required, however, in order to 
deal appropriately with the issues addressed in the present study. First, the 
assumption was made that if any of the STSAs are developed in the Thompson, 
Escalante or Hanksville CCDs, the local economies — either in the form of 
existing communities or new towns —- would become more self-sufficient. This 
would occur roughly to the same degree as that of the Price CCD in the 
baseline. This assumption seems reasonable in light of (1) the remoteness of 
these areas from existing major shopping areas, combined with (2) the large 
number of high income basic jobs which would be directly associated with the 
tar sands development. The minor amount of services to be provided to the 
Thompson, Hanksville, and Escalante CCDs from outside of their local economies 
are assumed to be equally distributed among the Price CCD and an area defined 
as the “rest of the world" in the model (i.e., Richfield, Cedar City, Grand 
Junction, etc.). In the case of the state school's sector, it was assumed 
that such services will be provided in equal proportions by institutions 
located in the Price CCD and the “rest of the world" area. None of these 
three CCDs are assumed to become a trading destination for residents of any 
other CCD. 
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Two CCDs, the East Carbon, Green River and Thompson CCDs are projected 
to undergo substantial trade pattern changes in response to the proposed tar 
sands developments. The East Carbon and Green River CCDs are assumed to 
become much more self-sufficient than they are in the baseline projection. 
This reflects the major influx of high basic employment. These CCDs are, 
however, assumed to achieve a lesser degree of self-sufficiency than the 
Thompson, Hanksville, and Escalante CCDs because of the continued close 
proximity of the larger Price and Moab CCD trading centers -- which are 
assumed to continue to serve part of the requirements of East Carbon and Green 
River. 


As was discussed earlier, a major community is assumed to be developed 
in the Thompson and Hanksville CCDs, if the P.R. Spring and Tar Sands Triangle 
STSAs are developed. To account for these new towns (or major expansions of 
existing unincorporated communities) these CCDs are assumed to become much 
more self-sufficient in all industrial sectors, while most of the out-of-CCD 
shopping would occur in the “rest of the world” area, including Grand 
Junction, Colorado. 


In all sectors, “rest-of-the-world” residents are assumed to purchase 
all of their goods and services from outside the Southeast area. Finally, as 
in the Uintah Basin, all CCDs are assumed to become much more self-sufficient 
in the nonmetal-nonfuel mining and construction sectors. 


Commuting Assumptions 


A two-step procedure was used to develop commuting pattern assumptions 
for the workers directly involved in the construction and operations phases of 
the tar sands projects. First, a simple gravity model was applied based on 
existing community size and estimated road distance from each STSA. Exponents 
of 1.019 and 2.0 were applied to the distance estimates for the construction 
and operations work forces, respectively. Second, the results of the gravity 
model were reviewed by local planners and modified where appropriate to 
reflect the local conditions and opinions. The commuting patterns adopted for 
each of the STSAs are presented in Tables A.1 and A.2. 


Community Level Projections 


Allocation of the SAM CCD-level projections were accomplished by using 
assumptions developed by local planners. Primarily the Southeast Utah 
Association of Governments, the Uintah Basin Association of Governments and 
the Carbon and Uintah County Planning offices. Assumptions were made based on 
(1) existing capacities for residential and commercial development and 
constraints to growth, and (2) existing plans for expansion of services and 
facilities. 
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Table A.1l Commuting Patterns for Tar Sands Development 
Direct Employees —- Uintah Basin Area 





Proportion of Employees Living in CCD 


North South 





Uintah Uintah Rangely, 
STSA Duchesne Roosevelt Ouray Ouray Vernal Colorado 
Argyle Canyon/Willow Creek 
(Uintah Basin portion) 
Construction 1.0 ee or = = - 
Operation = = = = - _ 
White Rocks/Asphalt Ridge 
Construction - 0.36 0.13 0.11 0.40 = 
Operation - 0.30 0.37 0.10 0.23 - 
Hill Creek 
Construction a 0.32 - 0.16 0.52 - 
Operation - 0.31 - 0.17 0.52 - 
Raven Ridge 
Construction - 0.16 - 0.02 0.72 0.10 
Operation ¥ 0.08 aa 0.01 0.81 0.10 





Work Force Assumptions 


The manpower profiles used to drive the economic and demographic impact 
analysis were provided by the BLM. As mentioned earlier, construction work 
force estimates were used separately in UPED from those of the operations work 
force; this is based on the assumption that construction workers living in 
communities exert less demand on public and private goods and services than do 
permanent operations workers. There are two reasons for this effect: first, 
because of their temporary nature; and second, because they have a higher 
propensity to be either single, unaccompanied by families or to have smaller 
families. The construction workers for the tar sands projects are assumed to 
behave similarly to major project construction workers, in terms of both 
household size (dependency ratio) and geographic dispersion of residences. 
Information on construction worker characteristics was taken from Construction 
Worker Proftle, developed by Mountain West Research. 


Personal Income Impacts 


The impact on personal income resulting from the development of the tar 
sands leases is based on changes in the population of the impact area; changes 
in the number and industrial mix of jobs in the area; changes in per capita 


Table A.2 Commuting Patterns of Tar Sands Development 
Direct Employees —- Southern Tar Sands Area 





STSA 


Proportion of Employees Living in CCD 


East Castle Dale- Emery- Green Mesa Co., 
Helper Price Carbon Huntington Ferron River Thompson Hanksville Escalante Colorado 





Argyle Canyon/Willow Creek 
(STSA Portion) 
Construction 
Operation 


Sunnyside 
Construction 
Operation 


P.R. Spring 
Construction 
Operation 


San Rafael Swell 
Construction 
Operation 


Tar Sands Triangle 
Construction 
Operation 


Circle Cliffs 
Construction 
Operation 


0.31 0.60 * - - - - - = = 
0.10 0.49 0.26 0.10 - 0.05 = - = = 
0.07 0.50 0.33 0.08 = 0.02 = - = = 
_ =_ - - — = 0.87 = = 0.13 
- - - - - - 1.0 - - - 
x, i = 0.53 0.28 0.16 — 0.03 <= - 
- - “ 0.33 0.29 0.21 - 0.17 - 2 
- - - - - 0.50 - 0.50 - - 
= = - - - 0.25 = 0.75 = - 
_ _- ad - —- — = hs! 1.0 : 
me a <a en re es = =" 1.0 =— 
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property incomes, transfer payments, and personal contributions to social 
insurance; and changes in wage rates in each industrial sector. The relevant 
population and industry-specific employment figures are the employment and 
population impact projections which are presented for each alternative. 


Average monthly wages for each industrial sector are projected by 
selecting a representative 1980 wage payment for that sector in the impact 
area. This figure is projected to increase at the average annual rate of 
growth of per capita personal income assumed for the State of Utah (1.724% per 
year) in the baseline personal income projection described previously. 
Projected average monthly wages and personal income are presented in 1980 
dollars through the study. 


The average monthly wage for each of the industrial sectors is based on 
the Carbon County experience. The assumption was based on the similarities of 
the development of mined mineral resources as a major economic sector in 
relatively isolated rural areas. Incomes accruing to individual persons, 
rather than persons as economic producers, are typically categorized as 
property incomes (interest, rents, dividends) plus transfer payments 
(unemployment compensation, welfare) minus individual contributions to social 
insurance. These components were aggregated into a single category. Per 
capita income in this category within the State of Utah is assumed to be the 
same percentage of its national counterpart as is per capita personal income 
as a whole (83%). The resultant per capita figure is then increased at the 
Same average annual rate as are the various wage rates to produce annual 
projections of per capita property income plus transfer payments minus 
personal social insurance contribution figures. 


Under both of the tar sands development scenarios the relatively higher 
per capita income would be anticipated with the projected increases in mining 
(associated with proposed leasing) because of the higher wages paid in the 
mining and construction sectors. 


A.2 MODELS 


A.2.1 Utah Process Economic and Demographic Model 


The Utah Process Economic and Demographic Impact Simulation (UPED) 
Model is the official model used by the Utah State Planning Coordinator's 
Office to project population and employment growth in the state.* The UPED 


*Weaver, Rodger, et al., UPED 79 - Report on the Revistons of the Utah Process 
Economie and Demographte Impact Model (UPED), Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, College of Business, University of Utah and Utah State Planning 
Coordinator's Office, Salt Lake City, Utah, 1980. 
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model is a hybrid of two standard population and economic projection 
methodologies: (1) the cohort survival model and (2) the economic base model. 


In the three-component, cohort survival population model, future 
population levels are projected from base year figures by adding births, 
subtracting deaths, and adding net in-migration or subtracting net out- 
migration. The values of each of the three components of population change 
(births, deaths, and migration) are projected as a function of the initial 
year values and the resultant increments are added or subtracted to generate 
the first projection year's values. The process is then repeated to generate 
the second projection year's values and so on to the last projection year. 
The population is disaggregated into appropriate subgroups, called cohorts, 
whose values are projected over time. In UPED, sex and single year of age 
cohorts are used. Through the projection years, of course, each cohort ages 
and its behavior with respect to demand for goods and services, labor force 
participation, fertility, mortality, and geographic mobility varies with the 
aging process. 


According to the economic base concept, for all but the largest areas 
(i.e., national-continental regions), the primary determinant of the level of 
economic activity, and consequently of population size, is the amount of goods 


and services produced for export to other areas. Increases or decreases in | 


basic (export) employment produce corresponding changes in the number of 
households deriving their income from these sectors. These changes, in turn, 
produce changes in the demand for goods and services produced locally for the 
local consumption. (These local production/local consumption activities are 
referred to variously as nonbasic, service, residentiary, or population 
dependent sectors.) Initial changes in population dependent sectors, in turn, 
produce changes in population and in household incomes, which generate further 
changes until, finally, a given projected initial change in basic sector 
employment will produce a multiplicative or “multiplier" change in population 
dependent job opportunities and local employment as well as in population. 


In UPED, the economic base methodology is adapted to affect the 
population projections through the migration component. Population 
projections, in turn, generate residentiary employment for each level of basic 
employment. Thus, the cohort survival and economic base methodologies are 
combined in UPED to form a complex systems model. The workings of the UPED 
model and of its key data requirements are presented in Fig. A.l. The top 
three boxes represent the natural increase (births and deaths), again, and the 
nonemployment related part of the migration components of UPED's population 
project methodology. 


The initial (year t) population, consisting of a census-type count or 
estimate of all people residing in the area by age and sex, is adjusted to 
reflect the temporary absence of some individuals who are permanent residents 
(an increase) and/or the temporary presence of individuals who are not 
permanent residents (a decrease). Relevant categories include college 
Students, military, and other such temporary residents. The resultant 


346 





POPULATION 





OG iciccccnscgcs 






YEAR T 





AGE AND SURVIVAL RATE, 
BIRTHS AND 
NON-EMPLOYMENT 
RELATED MIGRATION 












ADJUSTED NATURAL 
INCREASE POPULATION 
YEAR T+1 







PCR RAH COC APR OHC CDH RORO DBR ROR RR RRORRAC BRR Re aoe oeeeaReooeeReD 





POPULATION 






YEAR T+1 







POPULATION 
DEPENDENT 
















DERIVED 
OUTPUT 







EMPLOYMENT JOB 
RELATED OPPORTUNITIES 
IN- OR OUT-MIGRATION YEAR T+1 
YEAR T+1 
























LABOR TOTAL 

FORCE LABOR JOB 

YEAR T+1 MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 
YEAR T+1 








DIRECT RELATIONSHIPS =D 


ITERATIVE FEEDBACK RELATIONSHIPS = am am ®)> 





BASIC JOB 
OPPORTUNITIES 
YEAR T+1 






YEARLY UPDATED FEEDBACK RELATIONSHIPS '1teeceesse D> 


[__]wooe. COMPONENTS C) INPUTS AND OUTPUTS 


Fig. A.1 Utah Process and Demographic Impact Simulation Model 
General Flow Chart (Source: Final Socioeconomic Technteal 
Heport, Uintah Basin Synfuels Development, Utah State 
Energy Office, et al. (Feb. 1983). 
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estimate of the permanent resident population is then survived by applying 
cohort specific survival rates. The result is the subset of the initial . 
resident population expected to still be alive the next year. Members of each 
cohort have aged one year. The aged-survived population is adjusted to 
reflect projected levels of temporary absence or presence and permanent 
nonemployment related in- and out-migration. Total births are projected by 
applying a vector of age-specific birth rates to the female component of this 
adjusted aged-survived population. Infants' sex composition and infant 
mortality are also projected at this stage. The result of these calculations, 
as shown in Box 3, is the Adjusted Natural Increase Population at Year T+l, 
which becomes the initial estimate of population in that year (Box 4). 


The first approximation population projection is the source of two 
elements of labor market analysis: (1) the initial (pre-employment related 
migration) labor force and (2) initial population dependent job opportunities 
at year T+l (Boxes 5 and 6, respectively). The labor force is derived by 
applying projected age and sex specific labor force participation rates to the 
projected population. The projected participation rates are dependent upon 
both extrapolations of their secular trends and year-to-year changes in the 
area economic opportunity. 


Population dependent job opportunities are projected as dependent upon 
(1) the size and age composition of the population, (2) projected sector 
specific ratios of area per capita residentiary employment to national 
employment per capita, and (3) projections of national residentiary employment 
by sector and/or national population by cohort. Thus, changes in the size 
and/or demographic composition of the population, in the capability of the 
area to produce goods and services for its own consumption, and/or national 
economic and demographic conditions can all influence the projection of each 
sector's population dependent job opportunities. The most critical opera- 
tional assumptions here are the local-national per capita residentiary 
employment ratios. Of special importance is the ability to adjust these 
assumptions to reflect structural changes as market expansion leads to import 
substitution possibilities. 


As Box 7 indicates, basic employment demand is exogenously projected by 
sector and treated parametrically in UPED. These projections of basic 
employment are varied to reflect the different economic developments to be 
analyzed. For example, to project the impacts of a particular power plant, 
the direct basic employment by industrial sector involved in constructing and 
operating the plant would be added to a baseline basic employment projection 
and the sum would serve as the basic job opportunities input for that power 
plant's UPED run. 


Basic and population dependent job opportunities are summed to produce 
total job opportunities at year T+l (Box 8). This initial value for both the 
supply of and demand for labor are introduced into the labor market component 
of UPED, where they are used to calculate the projected unemployment rate as 
an index of the area's economic opportunities. This rate is compared against 
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a parametrically established “normal” range of unemployment rates. If it is 
higher than the upper bound of the range — the out-migration triggering rate 
-- this is taken to indicate inadequate opportunities for the natural increase 
of population and employment related out-migration at T+l is projected. 
Alternatively, if it is below the lower bound, the in-migration triggering 
prosperity is indicated and employment related in-migration at year T+l is 
projected. 


The amount of migration projected is sufficient to provide the labor 
force required to adjust the unemployment rate to the relevant triggering 
rate, assuming no change in population dependent job opportunities. The 
demographic detail of this migration reflects cohort difference in (1) labor 
force participation rates, (2) migration propensities, and (3) the composition 
of the source population (local population for out-migration, national 
population for in-migration). 


Of course, the assumption stressed in the previous paragraph, that job 
opportunities do not change as a result of migration, is invalid. The 
migration of workers and their families increases or decreases population 
dependent job opportunities. The first short dash arrows in Fig. A.l indicate 
the interactive nature of the UPED solution to this interdependence problem. 
The iterative process continues until the calculated unemployment rate is 
satisfactorily close to the relevant triggering rate, at which time a solution 
is achieved and no further migration or employment changes are calculated. 
Final population, migration, and employment outputs are presented with the 
former being used to derive projections of households, labor force, and school 
age population. The solution value for projected population is then fed back 
into the model (long dash arrows in Fig. A.l serve as the initial population 
vector for the next projection year). 


A.2.2 The Spatial Allocation Model (SAM) 


The Spatial Allocation Model (SAM) is a computerized process for 
distributing MCD-level UPED projections of population and employment among 
constituent CCDs. SAM allocates total regional population and sector-specific 
employment among CCDs subject to the employment requirements of the geographi- 
cally located basic industries and simultaneously consistent with the 
population-serving residentiary employment. 


The allocation of residentiary employment reflects trading patterns 
among the CCDs based upon the structure of service centers and the 
distribution of population. This allocation of residentiary employment 
projections is based upon an important simplifying assumption: the number of 
jobs required to fulfill residentiary demand for goods and services, on a per 
capita basis, is independent of the location of both the residences of the 
population demanding those goods and services and locations of the jobs 
themselves. In other words, each individual is assumed to demand the same 
amount of each good or service produced in the CCD regardless of which CCD he 
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lives in and regardless of whether his demand is met by a job located in his 
CCD of residence or in some other, higher order, market center CCD. 


The relationship between the goods and services demanding population of 
one area, and the allocation of CCDs of total MCD residentiary employment is 
given by the elements of a "SPINT” (for SPatial INTeraction) matrix. The 
elements of the SPINT matrix represent the proportion of the total demand 
exerted by the residents in each area that will be met by jobs located in each 
area, e.g., a SPINT value of 0.25 relating demand in one area to supply from 
another indicates that 25% of the demand exerted by the residents of the 
demanding area would be met by jobs located in the supply area. (Including, 
of course, a value for own provision, r=c). Producing the SPINT matrices for 
each industry is the major calibration task in applying SAM. A potential 
model, linear in distance and employment, is used to calibrate the SPINTs in 
this application. 


Thus, the jobs located in each CCD are the sum of the exogenously 
allocated basic employment and population-market center structure determined 
residentiary employment allocation. SAM's population allocation procedure is 
based, interactively, on the allocation of employment. It is recognized, 
however, that the CCD in which a job is located need not be the CCD of 
residence of the worker holding that job, i.e., the phenomenon of commuting 
must be dealt with. To accomplish this, a CCD x CCD matrix (COMMUT) is 
specified for each industry. The elements of the COMMUT matrices are the 
proportion of jobs in each CCD held by workers living in each CCD (including, 
of course, the CCD where the jobs are located —- the noncommuting workers). 


Application of the CCD-specific population labor force participation 
rate and unemployment rate assumptions to the resulting sum of all workers by 
their CCD of residence produces the allocation of the total MCD population 
projection to the CCD level and completes the allocation procedure. SAM 
outputs consist of yearly allocations of total population (age and sex detail 
are not maintained in SAM) and of employment by a 27-sector aggregation of the 
66 UPED sectors. 


A.2.3 The Energy Development Commuting Distribution Gravity Model 


The gravity models used by APA Planning and Research to distribute the 
construction and operations work forces for the respective energy projects 
among the communities took the general form: 


Ay 


LES Fae tar meaner 
Atotal 
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where 

NL; = The proportion of the work force (construction or 
operations) associated with a given project, residing 
in community i. 

ttm The attractiveness of community i. 

Arotal = The sum of A, over all the communities (in this case, 

Roosevelt/Myton/Ballard, Vernal/Ashley Valley, and 
Rangely). 


The values for A, are determined by the function: 





POP, 
eee 
where 
POP, = Population of community i (1980). 
Ds; = Distance between community i and project j. 
B, = Commuting distance elasticity, which measures the 


responsiveness of workers to distance from the 
project site. 


Studies by the authors of Characteristics and Settlement Patterns of 
Energy-Related Operating Workers in the Northern Great Plains and Constructton 
Worker Profile produced a commuting distance elasticity (B;) of 1.019 for 
construction workers. This elasticity for construction workers was used in 
this study. It was assumed however, that given high gasoline prices and the 
relatively long distances from any community to the Uintah Basin synfuels 
projects, the more permanent operations workers would be more sensitive to 
travel. Therefore a commuting distance elasticity of 2.0 was used for 
operations workers. 
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Table B.1 Historical Carbon County Employment by Industrial Sector and Year (1970-1980)2>> 





Average Annual 





Sectoral Employment, by Year Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 Lg79 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 
Agriculture 249 233 ZS 222 229 214 211 me 233 224 226 -2.98 1.10 
Mining 987 1,065 1,039 1,033 1,087 1,380 1,744 1,712" 1,668° 2,205 2,325 6.46 11.49 
Contract Construction 128 95 119 150 201 220 242 283 324 307 338 5.57 8.97 
Manufacturing 187 179 211 256 =. 283 276 254 296 301 308 281 8.10 0.36 
Transportation, Communication, | 
and Utilities 460 461 466 437 404 455 507 550 601 640 650 -0.22 7.39 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 922 986 1,030 1,159 1,170 1,190 1,356 1,458 1,703 1,795 1,762 524 8.17 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 135 135 141 149 123 277 223 248 235 240 242 15.46 -2.67 
Services 464 485 494 500 557 567 555 558 617 852 1,083 4.09 13.82 
Government 1,388 1,414 1,411 1,336 1,367 1,408 1,438 1,534 1,842 1,890 1,828 0.29 5.36 
Nonfarm Proprietors 470 480 475 474 543 508 545 547 568 609 650 1.57 5.05 
Total 5,390 ~5,5933- 5,601 5,716 6,014 =:-6,465 7,075 7,407 8,092 9,074 9,385 3.70 7.74 





. 8Totals may not add due to rounding. 


bya - not available. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reports (1970-1980), and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Table B.2 Historical Duchesne County Employment by Industrial Sector and Year (1970-1980)2>> 


ee ee —_—eeeeeeeeeeenee———— 


Average Annual 


Sectoral Employment, by Year Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 
nn ert SIE Sgn SUNS SnD 
Agriculture 797 801 763 729 751 741 728 TOL 739 720 733 -1.45 -0.22 
Mining 269 430 918 1,243 1,365 1,060 730 771 765 788 =1,071 31.56 0.21 
Contract Construction NA 48 97 268 151 158 117 199 269 182 210 -° 5 86 
Manufacturing 52 60 91 92 - 97 93 91 93 96 (145 174 12.33 13.35 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 85 87 105 179 195 169 157 156 163 170 238 14.73 7.09 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 299 362 563 748 795 815 844 809 850 897 893 22.21 1.84 
Finance, Insurance, and : 
Real Estate NA 35 60 61 81 80 74 72 88 75 81 -° 0.25 
Services 211 205 156 243 251 228 229 234 268 279 298 1.56 5.50 
Government 571 599 . 676 704 | 724 792 857 920 910 977 +=1,097 6.76 6.73 
Nonfarm Proprietors 249 305 358 416 487 564 589 680 745 737 837 17.76 8.22 
Total 2,656 2,932 3,787 4,683 4,897 4,700 4,416 4,690 4,893 4,970 5,632 12.09 3.68 


8Totals may not add due to rounding. 


ONA - not available. 
CUndefined. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reports (1970-1980), and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Table B.3 Historical Emery County Employment by Industrial Sector and Year (1970-1980)2>> 





Average Annual 





Sectoral Employment, by Year Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 
Agriculture 452 459 451 456 462 468 456 463 465 460 | 464 0.70 -0.17 
Mining 366 336 472 642 836 -1,061 1,256° 1,340- 1,377 1,935 2,105 23.72 14.69 
Contract Construction NA NA 431 708 420 587. 1,179 1,443 1,315 916 522 © =~3043 
Manufacturing NA NA 16 NANA NA (10-99) 24 20 25 22 -¢ = 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 34 a7 46 74 114 152 191 298 418 486 513 34.92 27.54 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 161 180 203 242 226 245 334 348 391 353 335 8.76 6.46 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate NA NA 3 NA NA NA (1-9) 12 22 47 65 -© -¢ 
Services 63 48 61 91 111 205 145 181 217 233 225 26.61 1.88 
Government 370 362 356 329 339 350 358 434 606 655 716 -1.11 15.39 
Nonfarm Proprietors 204 209 185 176 151 233 261 398 447 519 485 2.69 15.79 
Total 1,825 1,748 2,224 2,773 2,695 3,326 4,214 4,941 5,279 5,629 5,452 12.75 10.39 





®8Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bya - not available. 
“Undefined. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reporte (1970-1980), and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Table B.4 Historical Garfield County Employment by Industrial Sector and Year (1970-1980)2»> 


nn SS EE 


Average Annual 


Sectoral Employment, by Year Compound Percent Change 
Mideuk ay Sector 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 
a ann EE nD nEEEESEnEE RETR 
Agriculture 281 278 249 241 233 237 232 234 237 233 236 -3.35 -0.08 
Mining NA NA NA 13 19 39 79 65 114 185 210 -° 40.03 
Contract Construction 34 80 54 46 35 24 31 47 27 54 379 -6.73 73.65 
Manufacturing 204 188 222 yc eres 217 251 250 262 265 248 1.24 2.71 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 46 58 51 52 52 49 57 68 72 71 85 1.27 11.65 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 127 121 144 152 140 154 164 182 179 140 125 3.93 -4.09 
Finance, Insurance, and ? 
Real Estate NA NA NA 13 y 15 15 15 18 19 16 -© 1.30 
Services 220 221 255 236 231 278 281 304 306 322 266 4.79 -0.88 
Government 330 318 315 329 | 319 346 356 374 390 437 457 0.95 5.72 
Nonfarm Proprietors 166 155 144 112 109 130 133 138 134 136 157 -4.77 3.85 
Total 1,431 1,439 1,453 1,433 1,372 1,489 1,599 1,677 1,739 1,862 2,179 0.80 7.91 


ee eee eee ——— OO ee 


®Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bya - not available. 
“Undefined. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reporte (1970-1980), and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Table B.5 Historical Grand County Employment by Industrial Sector and Year (1970-1980)2»> 





Average Annual 





Sectoral Employment, by Year Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 
Agriculture 70 77 71 72 74 79 79 77 77 71 75 2.45 -1.03 
Mining 499 415 431 352 373 423 525 630 745 725 736 =3329 11.71 
Contract Construction 163 65 177 167 170 206 278 280 222 188 345 4.79 10.86 
Manufacturing 81 74 76 85 107 83 86 91 117 90 69 0.49 -3.63 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 186 203 210 214 203 224 200 193 226 244 245 3.79 1.81 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 401 458 565 597 571 607 631 697 810 755 809 8.64 5.91 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 53 55 66 84 82 59 59 63 75 83 88 2.17 8.32 
Services 343 372 350 324 336 368 388 - 431 454 374 401 1.42 1.73 
Government 439 447 420 393 393 420 507 535 610 601 579 -0.88 6.63 
Nonfarm Proprietors 238 243 240 279 308 270 289 323 322 368 349 2.56 5.27 
Total 2,473 2,409 2,606 2,567 2,617 2,039 3,042 - 35326— 35658 35899-37696 2.06 6.18 





8Totals may not add due to rounding. 
bya - not available. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reports (1970-1980), and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, Regtonal Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Table B.6 Historical Uintah County Employment by Industrial Sector and Year(1970-1980)2»> 


i eel 


Average Annual 


Sectoral Employment, by Year Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 
nn nn Tea rer nn Up 
Agriculture 751 721 659 628 602 622 615 627 639 620 635 -3.70 0.41 
Mining 711 788 961 1,016 1,166 1,064 960 1,170 1,457 1,563 1,607 8.40 8.60 
Contract Construction 180 140 227 209 278 287 216 283 423 500 270 9.78 -1.21 
Manufacturing 249 323 353 _360 243 287 306 306 295 238 181 2.88 -8.81 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities 177 210 301 368 427 503 464 481 478 520 611 23.23 3.97 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 711 818 989 1,113 1,203 1,176 1,255 1,359 1,382 1,425 1,408 10.59 3.67 
Finance, Insurance, and ; 
Real Estate 74 77 91 106 110 107 110 109 127 148 156 7.65 7.83 
Services 548 684 877 958 1,016 1,066 1,085 = 1,128 -— 1,193: 1,297 1,459 14.23 6.48 
Government 860 825 899 855 953 993 1,028 1,045 1,263 1,283 1,152 2.92 3.02 
Nonfarm Proprietors 342 404 434 459 580 617 633 598 618 652 674 12.53 1.78 
Total 4,603 4,990 5,791 6,072 6,578 6,722 6,672 7,106 7,875 8,246 8,153 7.87 3.94 





8Totals may not add due to rounding. 
NTN - not available. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reports (1970-1980), and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Table B.7 Historical Wayne County Employment by Industrial Sector and Year(1970-1980)2»> 





Average Annual 





a Sectoral Employment, by Year Compound Percent Change 
Industry Sector 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1970-1975 1975-1980 
Agriculture 205 205 196 193 190 195 191 193 194 188 191 -1.00 -0.41 
Mining NA NA NA NA NA NA (10-99) 55 139 174 9 -¢ -° 
Contract Construction NA NA NA NA NA NA 26 49 32 55 84 -< -c 
Manufacturing NA NA NA a ke NA (10-99) 29 26 31 37 -< -“ 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utilities NA NA NA NA NA NA (1-9) 5 5 3 3 -< -< 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 37 32 33 28 39 39 47 48 48 70 42 1.06 1.49 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate NA NA NA NA NA NA (1-9) 6 7 8 12 -° -<¢ 
Services 31 30 32 NA NA NA 37 31 27 26 31 -“ -<¢ 
Government 174 175 183 192 197 211 205 214 245 234 207 3.93 -0.38 
Nonfarm Proprietors 89 92 100 89 84 114 115 179 161 178 152 5.08 5.92 
Total 579 567 584 566 595 672 677 809 884 967 768 3.02 2.24 


*Totals may not add due to rounding. 
Oya - not available. 
“Undefined. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, Selected Annual Reporte (1970-1980), and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (REIS). 
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Table B.8 Average Monthly Nonagricultural Wages by 
Industrial Sector and County, 1975-1980 (1980 $) 





Average Monthly Wages, by Year 


Industry Sector 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 





Carbon County 


Mining L232 1,405 1,617 1,833 1,841 1,980 
Contract Construction 999 927 995 ] 202 1,210 1,401 
Manufacturing 618 707 676 781 836 820 
Transportation, 

Communication, and 

Utilities 1,058 1,165 1,343 1,478 1,636 1,725 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 478 531 566 661 fel 775 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate 740 622 646 753 773 849 
Services ' 395 438 445 479 603 704 


Government 639 682 737 721 760 855 


Duchesne County 


Mining 1,781 —9 "1,936. 2,084 “2/010! 14834 
Contract Construction 1,197 PV 027 1,413 1,614 1,610 1,570 
Manufacturing 898 858 842 871 13362 1,365 
Transportation, 

Communication, and 

Utilities EY 1,400 1,336 1,307 1,772 1,615 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 699 678 698 582 733 708 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate 840 -@ 855 831 880 875 
Services 787 804 773 773 753 787 
Government 950 941 913 927 921 809 


Emery County 


Mining 1,141 1,274 1,419 Py o02 1,679 1,966 
Contract Construction 1,465 1,760 1,979 1,981 2,197 2,410 
Manufacturing -3 -4 980 856 996 882 
Transportation, 

Communication, and 

Utilities 919 1,081 1,299 1,425 L555 Ling Wa 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 349 496 562 592 516 490 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate -4 -4 366 634 805 806 
Services 336 437 482 579 572 716 


Government 590 - 627 645 833 803 842 
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Table B.8 (Cont'd) 





Average Monthly Wages, by Year 


Industry Sector 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 


Garfield County 


Mining 969 923 1,386 1,266 1,205 1,346 
Contract Construction 646 973 1,149 997 j Wet aed ed eG 
Manufacturing 580 635 673 703 905 972 
Transportation, 

Communication, and 

Utilities 857 903 865 948 1,093 1,214 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 268 289 300 340 392 420 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate 405 434 505 617 749 833 
Services 281 338 346 395 476 640 
Government 634 682 713 730 751 828 


Grand County 


Mining 1,379 1,435 1,441 1,550 1,594 1,601 
Contract Construction 1,496 1,954 1,666 1,458 1,342 L702 
Manufacturing 1,067 675::....629 674 734 714 
Transportation, 

Communication, and ; 

Utilities 1,496 1,500 1,507 1,400 1,362 12279 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 890 846 806 800 794 796 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate 841 888 958 1,019 1,004 973 
Services : 617 576 596 612 643 662 


Government 1,039 1,189 Aen 1,157 1,116 1,054 


Uintah County 


Mining 766 1,169 1,250 1,345 1,526 1,754 
Contract Construction 960 899 973 1,150 1,636 1,244 
Manufacturing 642 671 639 730 865 988 
Transportation, 

Communication, and 

Utilities 949 1,012 1,094 1,268 1,472 1,521 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 642 635 645 735 604 883 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate -3 668 7260. (1,007 860 917 
Services 596 598 643 710 783 983 


Government 682 753 805 833 916 1,041 
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Table B.8 (Cont'd) 


Average Monthly Wages, by Year 


Industry Sector 1975.) 1976 Mend 7 7. 97s ee oe ont 980 


Wayne County 


Mining 527 mT TA Lee Seen sess ee ee 
Contract Construction -4 1,025 1,270 960 1,407 1,769 
Manufacturing -2 -3 431 396 376 381 
Transportation, 

Communication, and 

Utilities -# -4 507 582 1,019 906 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 232 237 299 286 309 . 57 
Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate 4 ee QUN02) EEIG Re a0 al San 
Services -4 236 294 319 277 431 
Government 546 607 623 620 683 794 





8actual data not shown to avoid disclosure of individual firm information. 


Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, selected Annual Reports 
(1975-1980). 








Table B.9 Total Personal Income by County and Year, 1970-1980 (1980 $ x 103) 
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Personal Income, by Year 


County 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 
Sn nnn ne ceeaaeetEttdEttEItSEISEIESSSSSSSSSSSStsSISSSSSSSsS SSS 
Carbon 100,946 104, 868 117,654 127,624 131,653 145,475 160,741 172,947 186,002 223,936 203,491 
Duchesne 37,424 41,332 57,351 71,543 75,775 73,454 75,754 78,902 83,583 98,044 92,370 
Emery 24,986 23,423 31,851 40,197 39,445 45,207 58,755 68,813 76,062 88,855 79,334 
Garfield 16,545 18,223 19,789 20,565 20,311 195117 =] 21,857 22,709 22,906 23,778 25,764 
Grand 44,045 41,398 47,593 48,788 49,943 52,837 60,553 64,561 67,976 75,189 Teele y 
Uintah 68 ,660 73,036 90,634 103,874 117,606 118,890 122,909 131,950 146,157 175,372 162,231 
Wayne 6,954 7,269 8,558 9,483 9,133 9,094 9,306 10,114 11,974 13,020 12,167 


State of Utah 7,275,680 7,712,398 8,339,130 8,804,252 8,904,144 9,109,633 9,785,854 10,383,316 11,015,672 11,464,559 11,248,719 
a TR 


Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Table 5 (April 1982), and the Utah 
Population Committee. 
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Table C.l Change in Housing Demand by County and Community Resulting from 


the Household Projections of the High Commercial Development Scenario®’ 


a 
Change in Housing Demand, by Type and Year (No. of Units) 
Cumulative Growth 


1985 1990 [995 2000 2005 Factor, 1985-2005 


Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Mul ti- Mobile 


County/Commnity Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Fami ly Family Homes Family Family Home s 
ee ee ee 
Carbon County 17 5 7 2,430 608 1,013 3,030 758 1,263 32315 829 1,382 4,461 1,116 1,859 262 223 266 

East Carbon CCD 5 2 2 680 170 284 789 198 329 944 236 393 1,286 322 536 257 161 268 
East Carbon 3 l 2 503 126 210 584 146 244 698 175 291 951 238 397 34J| 238 199 
Sunnyside 2 1 1 177 45 74 206 52 86 246 62 103 335 84 140 168 84 140 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Helper CCD 2 l 1 203 51 85 210 53 88 210 53 88 270 68 113 135 68 113 
Helper 2 1 1 122 31 51 126 32 53 126 32 53 162 41 68 81 41 68 
Scofield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unincorporated Areas l 1 l 81 21 34 84 21 35 84 21 35 108 27 45 108 27 45 

Price CCD ll 3 5 1,547 387 645 2,032 508 847 2,163 541 901 2,907 727 121 264 242 242 
Hiawatha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Price 8 2 3 1,006 252 419 12321 331 551 1,406 352 586 1,890 473 788 236 237 263 
Wellington 2 1 l 279 70 116 366 92 153 390 98 163 524 131 218 262 131 218 
Unincorporated Areas 2 1 1 263 66 110 346 87 144 368 92 154 494 124 206 247 124 206 

Duchesne County 0 0 0 165 42 69 303 76 126 183 46 77 188 47 79 -d -d -d 

Duchesne CCD 0 0 0 vy ji ll 44 11 18 41 11 17 42 ll 18 -d -d -d 
Duchesne 0 0 0 27 7 11 44 11 18 41 ll 17 42 11 18 4 -d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d -d -d 

Roosevelt CCD 0 0 0 138 35 58 260 65 109 143 36 60 147 37 61 -d -d -d 
Altamont 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d -d -d 
My ton 0 0 0 5 2 2 8 2 4 5 2 o 5 2 2 -d -d -d 
Roosevelt 0 0 0 83 21 35 156 39 65 86 22 36 88 22 37 -d -d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 51 13 22 96 24 40 53 14 22 54 14 23 -d -3 -d 

Emery County 3 1 1 410 103 171 2,114 529 881 699 175 292 752 188 313 66 100 166 

Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD 2 l 1 255 64 107 716 179 298 313 79 131 398 100 166 199 100 166 
Castle Dale l 1 1 90 23 38 51 63 105 110 28 46 140 35 58 140 35 58 
Cleveland 0 0 0 16 4 7 44 11 18 19 5 8 24 6 10 - -d - 
Elmo 0 0 0 il 3 5 29 8 12 13 4 6 17 5 7 -d -d -d 
Huntington 1 1 l 64 16 27 179 45 7S 78 20 33 100 25 42 100 25 42 
Orangeville l l 1 64 16 27, 179 45 75 78 20 33 100 25 42 100 25 42 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 13 4 6 36 9 1) 16 4 7 20 5 9 - -d -d 

Emery-Ferron CCD 0 0 0 17 5 7 239 60 100 44 Ll 19 45 12 19 -d -d 4d 
Clawson 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d -d 4d 
Emery 0 0 0 5 2 2 60 15 25 11 3 5 1 3 5 -d d -d 
Ferron 0 0 0 13 4 6 179 45 75 33 9 14 34 9 14 -d -d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d -d -d 

Green River CCD 1 1 1 138 35 58 1,160 290 484 343 86 143 308 77 129 308 TT 129 
Green River 1 1 1 119 30 50 1,000 250 416 295 74 123 265 67 lll 265 67 111 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 20 5 8 163 41 68 48 12 20 44 ll 18 -d -d -d 

Garfield County 0 0 0 63 16 27 237 60 99 249 63 104 255 64 107 -d -d 4d 

Escalante CCD 0 0 0 63 16 27 237 60 99 249 63 104 255 64 107 -d -d -d 
Boulder 0 0 0 7 2 3 24 6 10 25 i 11 26 7 ll -d -d -d 
Escalante 0 0 0 57 15 24 214 54 89 224 56 94 230 58 96 -d -d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 _d -d _d 

Grand County 27 7 12 509 128 212 3,007 752 1,253 1,350 338 563 1,391 348 580 52 50 48 

Thompson CCD 27 7 12 490 123 204 2,907 727 1,212 1,296 324 540 1,329 333 554 49 48 46 

Uintah County 0 0 0 323 81 135 578 145 241 332 83 139 340 85 142 4d -d -d 

Uintah-Ouray CCD 0 0 0 103 26 43 159 40 66 108 27 45 lll 28 46 -d -d -d 
Ballard 0 0 0 41 11 17 64 16 27 44 11 18 45 12 19 _d -d _d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 62 16 26 95 24 40 65 V7; 27 66 17 28 =d _d age 

Vernal CCD 0 0 0 221 56 92 419 105 175 225 57 94 230 58 96 =o _d _d 
Vernal 0 0 0 lll 28 46 210 53 88 113 28 47 115 29 48 -d -d _d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 111 28 46 210 53 88 113 28 47 115 29 48 -d -d ed 

Wayne County 0 0 0 35 9 15 1,078 270 449 497 125 207 539 135 225 -d -d d 

Hanksville CCD 0 0 0 35 9 15 1,078 270 449 497 125 207 539 135 225 d _d _d 


#It is assumed that each household requires a housing unit, thereby resulting in a one-to-one “Census County Division (CCD). 
correspondence between household projections generated by UPED and housing demand. 
dUndefined. 


btotals may not add due to rounding. 





pe’ ceed Tyntannadie jp earpulentig get PF si) 
a, > pitta Reprarepaiter wren S wi “poi ss 7 


oo 


oun) eaw Pipes rth apyiely — anhe ax) deed * sethetyrs bd 





Se ee eR IT, epee oe ee 
Tr 
A 


te ; , poe | ee us 
= a 









; E 
‘ * he 


- 





we 


By 


ste Se oe ee a mT aL 


“*: : 7 Av ‘ 
tt A eee een, nt = ee 


ei eee, (hort a pe! grelting tai fede oy Fd: Pains tats 


§ . i ts £ i : r 
t =a eras, (Ts. eet 0! Das ¥ ees (te, Tire (Nabe exert - 











' m "6 me semen ew omsmme fH toh -lpk  ah-n ig nipeeiey al Cee 
' eg ’ | 7 by 
- hy ? M4 i al is a a 4 
, mee 3 j " enero Biboiey 
‘ ; i sf ins ‘ a oe? 
{ ah i 4 nS Y ‘oawrg? 
) ¢ geror wh betes « ih. ¢ ah 






' 4 , ag pei ot: 
. | Arr Be OT 
; 4 » 7, Ge ore 
rh ‘ 4 j ‘ <. é 41459 - 
: fn * afrwhs |B ay 
‘ sia a ae 
: 7 | ‘|. 27. 4 nl Figs 
re o i exe aie J 
a ih a ‘ ; 
‘ i 
¢ : : 
mo an y= i 
. } i P “ a 
< ue 
AF -, slides 
j ! > Te Gs ? sale 
* € Se Bin ie : 
= - ace a : 
* i ‘J : . 
4 iq re } 
t ? 7 5 
f ' " he? 
" i 7 ’ - ; 
é -, =, . r ¥ “es 
f ff * sale 
' % > .@ eee = 
’ § & — e ~é% 
é ey Pore ay Wines 
, : am Q a 
; | a | cal, ae 
\ ' Hs 64. ays 7. ao 
A & ? i 7 au 
| ; 2 a Tae : 
f ig q 2 ' : Ae. aT ae 
Hak : j av c io oe oe | i“ : 5 
’ ,j ; ee hie? egy ne : wr ve 
rm i é 4% - a 
’ 3% ti ‘7 ° st 
we e% (ay 
‘ » 4 v ’ af 
‘ 49 i? 7 
‘ a té 44 “4 ‘es 
9 4 ’ i “o 
ies iJ iG 20 ie 
2 A | i hd | 4 
wta., ery rf - = 59% o 
. os c? ope @ * eat ave 







CE Ce GND Ay ie 


os 


bees bi Cyvod bop 
‘quer (east, 









 bagetecey se 


Aaa 





368 


Table C.2 Change in Housing Demand by County and Community Resulting eno 
the Household Projections of the Low Commercial Development Scenario” ’ 





Change in Housing Demand, by Type and Year (No. of Units 
Cumulative Growth 
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 Factor, 1985-2005 


Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Mul ti- Mobile 





County/Commnity Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Fami ly Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes 
Carbon County 17 5 7 621 156 259 1,305 327 544 1,473 369 614 523 381 635 90 76 91 
East Carbon CCD© 5 Pe 2. 176 44 74 365 92 152 439 110 183 453 114 189 91 57 95 
East Carbon 3 1 2 ils 33 55 270 68 1M iis} 325 82 136 335) 84 140 112 84 70 
Sunnyside 2 1 1 46 12 19 95 24 40 114 29 48 118 30 49 ae 30 49 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d 4 -d 
Helper CCD 2 1 1 47 12 20 94 24 39 78 20 53 81 21 34 41 pas 34 
Helper 2 l 1 29 8 12 57 15 24 47 12 20 48 12 20 24 12 20 
Scofield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4 -4 -¢ 
Unincorporated Areas l l 1 19 5 8 38 10 16 32 8 13 33 .) 14 33 9 14 
Price CCD ll 3 5 398 100 166 847 212 353 956 239 399 990 248 413 90 83 83 
Hiawatha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4 -d -d 

* Price 8 2 3 259 65 108 ol 138 230 621 156 259 644 161 269 81 81 90 
Wellington 2 1 1 72 18 30 153 39 64 173 44 12 179 45 75 90 45 75 
Unincorporated Areas zZ 1 1 68 il/ 29 144 36 60 163 41 68 169 43 71 85 43 Al 
Duchesne County 22 6 9 59 NS; 25 62 16 26 69 18 29 73 19 ahi 3 3 3 

Duchesne CCD 0 0 0 2 l 1 2 1 1 2 1 l 2 l 1 -d -d -¢ 
Duchesne 0 0 0 2 l l 2 l 1 2 l l 2 l 1 -d -4d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d -4d -d 

Roosevelt CCD 21 6 9 59 15 25 61 16 25 68 17 29 71 18 30 3 3} 3 
Altamont 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d -d -d 
Myton 1 1 1 2 1 1 Z2 1 1 2 1 l 2 1 l 2 1 1 
Roosevelt 13 4 6 35 9 v5 37 10 16 41 11 17 43 11 18 3 3 3 
Unincorporated Areas 8 2 4 747 6 9 23 6 10 26 7 hl 221 7 11 3 4 3 

Emery County 3 1 1 161 41 67 339 &5 141 193 49 81 199 50 83 66 50 83 

Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD 2 1 1 83 21 35 122 31 51 114 29 48 118 30 49 59 30 49 
Castle Dale 1 1 1 29 8 F2 43 11 18 41 Ll 17 42 11 18 42 Ll 18 
Cleveland 0 0 0 5 2 2 8 2 3 7 2 3 8 2 3 -d -4d -d 
Elmo 0 0 0 4 1 2 5 2 2 5 2 2 5 2 2 -d -d -d 
Huntington 1 1 1 21 6 5 31 8 ES 29 8 12 30 8 13 30 8 13 
Orangeville 1 1 1 21 6 9 stil 8 13 29 8 y2 30 8 13 30 8 Ws 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 5 2 2 6 2 3 6 2 3 6 2 3 _d -d =d 

Emery-Ferron CCD 0 0 6) 15 4 6 7 2 3 6 2 3 6 2 3 -d ad _d 
Clawson 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .d -d -d 
Emery 0 0 0 4 l 2 2 1 l 2 l l 2 I l -d -4 -d 
Ferron 0 0 0 11 3 5 5 2 2 5 2 2 5 2 2 -d -d = 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -d -d -d 

Green River CCD 1 1 1 63 16 27 210 53 88 74 19 31 76 19 32 76 19 sy 
Green River 1 1 l 54 14 eS 190 46 76 63 16 I27f 65 17 PT é5 Ly. 27 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 9 3 4 30 8 13 11 3 5 11 3 5 -d -d _d 

Garfield County 0 0 0 6 2 3 a3 6 10 21 6 9 22 6 9 ~d -d ad 

Escalante CCD 0 0 0 6 2 3 23 6 10 21 6 9 22 6 9 ~d -d _d 
Boulder 0 0 0 1 1 l 3 1 l 3 1 1 3 l 1 ~d -d -d 
Escalante 0 0 0 6 2 3 20 5 8 20 5 8 20 5 8 ~d -d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~d =a =d 

Grand County 28 7 12 549 138 229 563 141 235 414 104 173 429 108 179 15 15 15 

Thompson CCD 27 7 2 538 135 224 542 136 226 396 99 165 409 103 171 1S LS 14 

Uintah County 36 9 15 111 28 47 114 29 48 126 32 By 13/2 33 55 4 4 4 

Uintah-Ouray CCD 12 3 5 62 16 26 60 15 25 65 17 740 67 17 28 6 6 6 
Ballard 5 2 2 25 7 11 24 6 10 26 7 11 27 7 11 5 4 6 
Unincorporated Areas 7 2 3 37 10 16 36 9 15 39 10 16 41 ll 17 6 6 6 

Vernal CCD 26 7 ll 51 13 7a 54 14 23 62 26 16 65 17 27 3 2 2 
Vernal 13 4 6 26 7 11 27 7 12 31 8 13 33 9 14 3 2 2 
Unincorporated Areas 13 4 6 26 7 11 27 7 72 31 8 13 33 9 14 3 2 2 

Wayne County 0 0 0 35 9 15 210 53 88 127 32 53 131 33 55 -d -d 4d 
Hanksville CCD 0 0 0 35 9 15 210 53 88 127 32 53 131 33 55 4d -d 4d 
i LLL 

4Tt is assumed that each household requires a housing unit, thereby resulting in a one-to-one “Census County Division (CCD). 
correspondence between household projections generated by UPED and housing demand. A 
Undefined. 


Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Table C.3 Change in Housing Demand by County and Community Resulting from 
the Household Projections of the Other Energy Projects?’ 


ee een acc cc ce cc ence eee cece ac a ES (ne 


Change in Housing Demand, b e and Year (No. of Units 


Cumulative Growth 
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 Factor, 1985-2005 


ee 





Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile Single Multi- Mobile 


County/Commnity Family Fami ly Homes Family Family Homes Fami ly Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes Family Family Homes 
ne ese ae ee eae a eae eee ceca cea ee ee eae eee renannnnn a Eman sen ae aa aaa i a 
Carbon County 2,319 580 966 2,001 501 834 2,541 636 1,059 2,623 656 15093 25h) 699 1,164 1.20 1.20 1.20 

East Carbon CCD© 563 141 235 246 62 103 278 70 116 278 70 116 286 72 ES -¢ -4 -d 
East Carbon 417 105 174 182 46 76 206 52 86 206 52 86 212 53 88 _ -d -d 
Sunnyside 147 37 61 65 17 27 72 18 30 72 18 30 75 19 31 -d -d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -* aoe aa 

Helper CCD 299 15 125 221 56 92 263 66 110 263 66 110 273 69 114 -d -d -d 
Helper 179 45 75 132 33 55 158 40 66 158 40 66 164 41 68 -4 -d a3 
Scofield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -é@ -e ~< 

‘Unincorporated Areas 120 30 50 89 23 37 105 27 44 105 27 44 110 28 46 -! -d -d 

Price CCD 1,458 365 608 A533 384 639 2,003 501 835 2,082 p21 868 PR I IB'S) 559 931 1.58 legsys: eays! 
Hiawatha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 r = =e 
Price 948 237 395 997 250 416 1,302 326 543 1,354 339 564 1,453 364 606 1.53 eo says! 
Wellington 263 66 110 276 69 115 361 91 jy 375 94 157 402 101 168 Leop eos eas} 
Unincorporated Areas 248 62 104 261 66 109 341 86 142 354 89 148 380 95 159 1.5p ihasys! iL 5598) 

Duchesne County 1,010 253 421 1,826 457 761 7) MUSE, 543 904 2,541 636 O59 20.925 1) sy? Leg 2.90 Portes) 2.90 

Roosevelt CCD 1,014 254 423 Lyre 450 749 2,145 537 894 2,506 627 1,044 2,859 rhs) 1,191 2.82 DieOil 2.82 
Myton 35 3 15 63 16 27 75 19 32 88 22 37 101 26 42 2.8) 2.89 2.80 
Roosevelt 709 178 296 259 315 525 1,501 376 626 1,754 439 731 2,002 501 834 2.82 2.81 2.82 
Unincorporated Areas 270 68 113 476 119 198 570 143 238 665 167 277 756 189 315 2.80 2.78 IA TBS, 

Emery County 374 94 156 329 83 NSW 536 134 223 545 137, 227 561 141 234 1.50 Lose 1.50 

Castle Dale- 

Huntington CCD 287 7p 120 228 57 95 366 92 153 373 94 156 392 98 164 Lot 156 Vey aW/ 
Castle Dale 101 26 42 80 20 34 129 33 54 131 33 3b) 138 5 58 1.3/ 35 1.38 
Cleveland 18 5 8 14 4 6 25 6 10 23 6 10 24 6 10 ao hey ees 
Elmo 12 3 5 9 3 4 15 4 7 15 4 7 16 4 7 leo seks: 1.40 
Huntington 72 18 30 BY 9 24 92 23 38 93 24 39 98 25 4) 1.36 tes) ssi) 
Orangeville 72 18 30 Sy 9 24 92 23 38 93 24 39 98 25 41 1.36 1.39 is sh/ 
Unincorporated Areas i) 4 6 2 3 5 19 5 8 19 5 8 20 5 9 Vas hagas} 150 

Emery-Ferron CCD 36 9 15 87 22 37 155 3g 65 155 39 65 154 39 64 4.28 4.33 4.27 
Clawson 0 0 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -é -e -e 
Emery 9 3) 4 7p. 6 9 39 10 17 39 10 17 39 10 16 4.33 Shesys. 4.00 
Ferron 2, 7 11 66 17 28 117 29 49 117 29 49 116 29 48 4.30 4.14 4.36 
Unincorporated Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 we _e me 

Green River CCD 52 13 22 13 4 6 15 4 7 15 4 7 16 4 7 _d = ad 
Green River 45 12 19 11 3 5 14 4 6 14 4 6 14 4 6 -d -d -d 
Unincorporated Areas 8 2 3 2 1 1 3 1 1 3 l l 3 1 1 -d -d -d 

Uintah County 2,910 728 23 6,317 1,580 2,632 Heses| 1,931 3,218 8,886 1h 2) 3} 7A os! 10,001 2,501 4,167 3.44 3.44 3.44 

Uintah-Ouray CCD 92 23 38 159 40 67 164 4) 68 176 44 74 189 48 79 2.05 2.09 2.03 
Ballard 46 12 19 80 20 34 82 21 34 89 23 37 95 24 40 Ay) 2.00 9.11 
Unincorporated Areas 46 12 19 80 20 33 82 21 34 88 22 37 95 24 40 2.07 2.00 Zoi) 

Vernal CCD 2,819 705 eli 6,137 1,535 72, syd) 7) syoy| 1,888 Sy 5 WAT) 8,705 2 Whi) 3,627 9,866 2,467 4a iy ae 3.50 3.50 
Vernal 1,254 314 523 2,665 667 Vi BESOL 826 1,376 3,801 951 1,584 4,274 1,069 1,781 3.50 3.50 3.50 
Naples 564 141 235 1 pdr ae/ 307 sph? Ne Gwe) 378 630 1,741 436 726 12973 494 822 3.62 3.61 Be62 
Unincorporated Areas 1,001 251 417 2,245 562 936 Da THEN| 686 ips hye 3,164 791 eee es) 3,620 905 1,508 3.62 3.61 3.62 

ee” EP ee ye 
@Ilt ig assumed that each household requires a housing unit, thereby resulting in a one-to- dthese CCDs and commnities are expected to have a reduction in demand for housing units 
one correspondence between household projections generated by UPED and housing demand. over the 1985-2005 time frame. Consequently, this reduction in demand cannot be 


reflected in a cumulative growth factor. 
bTotals may not add due to rounding. 
“Undefined. 


Ccensus County Division (CCD). 





bcd + yal 3. 












nae Sait s 0 erage 
Aart) tony SP OMAR ei? eats 


iw = le ee gence « NI We al a Nien es 
‘ £m ° a 
‘< ee ners watt , om 4 eo 
aT 
Hn _ a va et BF 
i) + ‘ rl ‘ os 
. 7 ¥ Ky and ad 
* ae 


$ ’ 
T 
L 
4 
¥ “ g r 
; * A Alpes 
un or Af | ea? OSes © 4 ted ; a 
: pat i _- - . carpe? ney 
¢ ois e eT, em ; a | 
ine ‘ ‘ A 
— 2 een, “ ented a CRO ea ee — -_ 
; oe a : 
; Ssete> «T.j ie frees 6° Uy vagally yr. SReaes ea : 
Fy .s~ ; 


ifs vA wy biseseg By hw 1 at 


ee 


. 
| 
{ 





a 
i px 
Sil 
» raf 


m3 
\ 


} 
- 


4 at +. 
r e/« 
' : Ny 


iy i ia shah tv : ‘ 
A Teektlea oF 


De * 
al 
ae ae ee 
, .. 
tent A 
tee Avoey 
‘2 


APPENDIX D 


FISCAL PROFILES OF COUNTIES AND COMMUNITIES 
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Table D.1 Fiscal Profile of Carbon County and Select Communities of Interest 





Carbon County East Carbon City Helper 


Average Current Average Current Average Current 
Budget Category Annual?@ Annual? Annual®@ Annual? Annual# Annual? 





Revenue Base 
SS gheah se valuation 
) 


($10 - 115.900 - 3.540 - 6.860 

Mill levy ~ 16.00 - 18.18 ~ 8.00 
Revenues ($10°) 
Property taxes 1.748 2.260 0.048 0.060 0.060 0.058 
Sales taxes 0.286 0.300 0.051 0.055 0.189 0.200 
Federal transfers 0.586 bp. «) 1) 0.017 0.014 0.024 0.033 
State transfers 0.333 0.235 0.015 0.021 0.025 0.024 
Service charges 0.505 0.543 0.127 0.129 1.166 1.285 
Interest 0.249 0.160 ~ - - - 
Miscellaneous 0.571 0.477 0.020 0.117 0.367 0.305 
Total Revenues 4.278 5.192 0.278 0.396 1.831 1.905 
Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement 0.596 0.755 0.145 0.144 0.123 0.145 
Fire protection 0.007 0.100 0.009 0.015 0.067 0.026 
Public health 0.362 0.438 - - 0.004 0.015 
Roads/streets 0.796 1.070 0.024 0.040 0.118 0.123 
Recreation 0.099 0.165 0.003 0.004 0.033 0.053 
Agriculture 0.180 0.211 = i - a 
General 

administration 2.280 2.441 0.043 0.046 - - 
Planning os = = > 2 * 
Bond retirement = - 0.024 0.024 0.048 0.048 
Utilities ~ - 0.166 0.182 1.118 1.285 


Total Expenditures 4.320 5.180 0.414 0.455 1.511 1.695 


374 
Table D.1 (Cont'd) 
Price Sunnyside Wellington 
Average Current Average Current Average Current 


Budget Category Annual? Annual Annual? Annual» Annual? Annual? 


Revenue Base 
So ead ae valuation 
) 


($10 - 28.668 - 0.979 = 32137 

Mill levy - 14.35 = 6.00 - Li.16 
Revenues ($10°) : 
Property taxes 0.356 0.390 0.006 0.006 0.019 0.030 
Sales taxes 0.854 1.160 0.026 0.025 0.033 0.050 
Federal transfers 0.222 0.228 0.005 0.005 © 0.015 #£=O.019 
State transfers 0.085 0.103 0.004 0.003 0.007 +#0.016 
Service charges 4.144 4.925 0.034 0.034 0.209 Geers 
Interest | x * % Ti a bee = 
Miscellaneous 0.912 1.142 0.125 0.165 0.045 0.053 
Total Revenues 6.573 7.948 0.200 0.238 0.328 0.465 
Expenditures ($10°) | 

Law enforcement 0.456 0.649 0.032 0.038 0.022 0.025 
Fire protection 0.127 0.129 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.003 
Public health - - - - i _ 
Roads/streets ~ 0.632 0.751 0.009 0.013 0.009 0.012 
Recreation 0.323 0.473 0.022 0.027 0.003 0.004 
Agriculture 7 ae rs a ~ 
General 

administration 0.873 0.971 0.106 0.141 0.124 0.122 
Planning 0.020 0.010 = i. r we 
Bond retirement - 0.046 - - == - 
Utilities 3.945 4.990 0.022 0.046 0.183 0.296 
Total Expenditures 6.376 8.019 0.193 0.268 0.345 0.462 


4average annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar years 
1980 through 1982 for the counties and for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 for the 
communities. 


Dcurrent annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar year 
1983 for the counties and for fiscal year 1983 for the communities. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State 
University Foundation, unpublished information (June 1983). 
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Table D.2 Fiscal Profile of Duchesne County and 
Select Communities of Interest 





Duchesne County Duchesne City Roosevelt 
Average Current Average Current Average Current 


Budget Category Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? 


Revenue Base 
poseeesd valuation 
) 


($10 - 205.159 - 3.599 ~ 14.529 

Mill levy - S.OGRe. ~ 17.00 = 17.37 
Revenues ($10°) 
Property taxes 1.775 2.623 0.058 0.063 0.196 0.249 
Sales taxes 0.199 0.200 0.047 0.048 0.547 0.625 
Federal transfers 0.746 0.458 0.019 0.036 0.143 0.120 
State transfers 1.248 0.542 0.024 0.025 0.178 0.050 
Service charges 0.164 0.180 0.211 O5295'*: 0.919 1.105 
Royalties 0.403 0.130 = ~ - 
Miscellaneous 0.339 2.418 0.064 0.164 0.372 0.456 
Total Revenues 4.874 6.551 0.423 0.631 Pie 2.605 
Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement 0.438 0.661 0.091 0.118 0.461 0.577 
Fire protection 0.096 0.080 0.009 0.013 0.047 0.046 
Public health elo 1.247 - - - - 
Roads/streets 1.693 1.822 0.016 0.013 0.276 0.202 
Recreation 0.111 0.154 0.020 0.021 0.111 0.249 
Agriculture 0.215 0.191 = = oa om 
General 

administration 1.027 1.248 0.052 0.234 0.293 0.367 
Planning - = ~ ~ 0.018 0.026 
Bond retirement 0.448 1.138 0.015 0.015 0.088 0.182 
Utilities = - 0.140 0.220 0.881 1.022 
Total Expenditures 4.209 6.541 0.343 0.634 2.175 2.671 





4 average annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar years 
1980 through 1982 for the counties and for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 for the 
communities. 


bcurrent annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar year 
1983 for the counties and for fiscal year 1983 for the communities. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State 
University Foundation, unpublished information (June 1983). 
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Table D.3 Fiscal Profile of Emery County and Select Communities of Interest 
Emery County Castle Dale City Cleveland 
Average Current Average Current Average Current 


Budget Category Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? 


Revenue Base 
Assessed valuation 


($10°) - 233.820 = 3.893 - 0.844 

Mill levy - 16.20 - 14.00 - 11.00 
Revenues ($10) 
Property taxes 3.241 3.265 0.066 0.051 = 0.010 
Sales taxes 0.098 0.095 0.102 0.100 ~ 0.013 
Federal transfers 0.595 0.492 0.019 0.010 - 0.002 
State transfers 0.419 0.505 0.014 0.012 - — 0.004 
Service charges 0.054 0.049 0.158 0.059 - 0.012 
Interest 0.389 0.200 rs = = | = 
Miscellaneous 1.202 1.847 0.095 0.126 - 0.033 
Total Revenues 5.998 6.453 0.454 0.358 - 0.074 
Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement 1.256 0.182 0.017 0.018 - 0.001 
Fire protection 0.132 0.125 0.011 0.040 ay 0.004 
Public health 0.243 0.214 - - - - 
Roads/streets ' 1.818 2.507 0.017 0.056 ~ 0.016 
Recreation 0.135 0.100 0.077 0.075 = 0.011 
Agriculture 0.108 0.107 7. = =~ = 
General 

administration 1.830 2-932 0.092 0.099 o- 0.043 
Planning = = 0.003 0.003 os 
Bond retirement 0.277 0.285 0.006 0.005 - - 
Utilities ~ - 0.195 0.138 - = 


Total Expenditures 5 199 6.452 0.418 0.434 - 0.075 
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Table D.3 (Cont'd) 





Elmo Emery Ferron 
Average Current Average Current Average Current 
Budget Category Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual? Annual 





Revenue Base 
Assessed valuation 


($10~) tre 0.591 - 0.601 - Pe BP | 

Mill levy = 11.00 - 17.65 - 18.65 
Revenues ($10°) 
Property taxes = 0.005 - 0.010 0.049 0.057 
Sales taxes - 0.019 - 0.010 0.053 0.058 
Federal transfers - 0.001 - 0.002 0.009 0.008 
State transfers = 0.002 - 0.003 0.019 0.009 
Service charges - 0.019 - 0.036 0.137 0.160 
Interest - = ” = - ~ 
Miscellaneous - 0.004 - 0.020 0.080 0.060 
Total Revenues - 0.050 - 0.081 0.347 Ye 
Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement - -¢ = - - - 
Fire protection - 0.001 - 0.001 0.025 0.033 
Public health - - - ~ - - 
Roads/streets , “ 0.001 = - 0.067 0.038 
Recreation - 0.002 - 0.001 0.018 0.026 
Agriculture er rs - 4 - ms 
General 

administration - 0.006 - 0.043 0.046 0.063 
Planning - - = — 0.010 0.012 
Bond retirement - = ~ ae _ ~ 
Utilities - 0.019 - 0.015 0.148 0.181 


Total Expenditures - 0.029 - 0.060 0.314 0.353 
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Table D.3 (Cont'd) 


Green River Huntington Orangeville 


Average Current Average Current Average Current 
Budget Category Annual? Annual» Annual? Annual» Annual? Annual? 


Revenue Base 
sortase valuation 
) 


($10 - YEP A ew | - 5.091 = 2.704 

Mill levy - 2.200 - 14.25 - 21.63 
Revenues ($10°) 
Property taxes 0.062 0.065 - 0.066 0.044 0.052 
Sales taxes 0.129 0.132 - 0.118 0.044 0.050 
Federal transfers 0.005 0.006 - 0.014 0.006 0.009 
State transfers 0.007 0.008 - 0.013 0.012 0.008 
Service charges -¢ = = 0.225 0.076 0.075 
Interest a = ve a = oo 
Miscellaneous 0.053 0.064 - 0.141 0.061 0.042 
Total Revenues 0.256 0.275 - 0.577 0.243 0.236 
Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement 0.028 0.042 ~ 0.038 - 0.015 
Fire protection 0.014 0.013 = 0.018 0.019 0.013 
Public health - - — _ ~ - 
Roads/streets - 0.046 0.119 - 0.046 0.042 0.023 
Recreation 0.014 0.029 - 0.028 0.024 0.010 
Agriculture = 2 “ = - = 
General 

administration 0.024 0.088 - 0.245 = - 
Planning - 0.002 oe 0.012 0.008 0.023 
Bond retirement = 0.029 - - - - 
Utilities - - - 0.201 0.075 0.074 
Total Expenditures 0.126 0.322 =e 0.588 0.168 0.158 


4average annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar years 
1980 through 1982 for the counties and for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 for the 
communities. 


bourrent annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar year 
1983 for the counties and for fiscal year 1983 for the communities. 


“Less than $1,000 per annum. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State 
University Foundation, unpublished information (June 1983). 
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Table D.4 Fiscal Profile of Garfield County and 
Select Communities of Interest 





Garfield County Boulder Escalante 


Average Current Average Current Average Current 
Budget Category Annual? Annual» Annual? Annual> Annual? Annual? 





Revenue Base 
paseesed valuation 
) 


($10 - 39.831 - 0.446 - 1.600 

Mill levy - 6.80 - 5.00 - 10.50 
Revenues ($10°) 
Property taxes 0.282 0.315 . 0.002 os 0.020 
Sales taxes 0.075 0.070 - 0.001 - 0.017 
Federal transfers 0.425 0.108 - 0.003 - 0.004 
State transfers 0.453 0.525 - 0.007 - 0.006 
Service charges 0.474 0.417 - 0.002 - 0.032 
Interest 0.159 0.140 = - = - 
Miscellaneous . 0.277 0.691 - 0.003 - 0.017 
Total Revenues 2.145 2.266 - 0.018 - 0.096 
Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement 0.205 0.206 - 7 - 0.005 
Fire protection = i 0.004 
Public health ~ 0.060 0.062 - = es 7 
Roads/streets 0.515 0.620 - 0.002 = 0.014 
Recreation 0.021 0.034 - 0.003 - - 
Agriculture 0.033 0.036 - ps rs 1: 
General : 

administration 0.964 0.425 - 0.005 - 0.022 
Bond retirement 0.037 0.035 = - ' - 0.007 
Utilities a i = ~d _ 0.020 
Miscellaneous°® 0.310 0.312 ~ - - - 
Total Expenditures 26145 1.730 - 0.010 “ 0.072 





4 average annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar years 
1980 through 1982 for the counties and for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 for the 
communities. 


bourrent annual revenues and expenditures are presented for calendar year 
1983 for the counties and for fiscal year 1983 for the communities. 


“Ticaboo. 
dress than $1,000 per annum. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. Nicholson, Utah State 
University Foundation, unpublished information (June 1983). 
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Table D.5 Fiscal Profile of Grand County 


Grand County 


Average Curren 
Budget Category Annual® Annual 





Revenue Base 


Assessed valuation ($10°) = 60.56 
Mill levy - 8.11 
Revenues ($10°) 

Property taxes 0.599 0.572 
Sales taxes 0.183 0.150 
Federal transfers 0.446 0.218 
State transfers 0.351 Oe3t7 
Service charges 0.049 0.033 
Interest 0.152 0.055 
Miscellaneous 0.996 Lae oe 
Total Revenues Zeb rorr 2.637 


Expenditures ($10°) 


Law enforcement 0.444 0.512 
Fire protection 0.005 0.005 
Public health 0.106 0.060 
Roads/streets 0.691 0.764 
Recreation 0.037 0.042 
Agriculture 0.009 0.015 
General administration 1.483 1.240 
Total Expenditures 2.776 2.637 





4average annual revenues and expenditures are 
presented for calendar years 1980 through 1982 
for the counties and for fiscal years 1981 and 
1982 for the communities. 


bcurrent annual revenues and expenditures are 
presented for calendar year 1983 for the counties 
and for fiscal year 1983 for the communities. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. 
Nicholson, Utah State University 


Foundation, unpublished information 
(June 1983). 
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Table D.6 Fiscal Profile of Uintah County and Select Communities of Interest 


Uintah County Ballard Naples 


Average Current Average Current Average Current 
Budget Category Annual® Annual Annual® Annual? Annual? Annual? 


Revenue Base 
aeesed valuation 
) 


($10 - 7 he GE I - 4.381 - - 

Mill levy - 9.51 ~ 0.51 - - 
Revenues ($10°) 

Property taxes 2.234 Selo = = = = 
Sales taxes 0.762 0.250 - 0.046 - 0.338 
Federal transfers 1.036 1.297 - 0.008 - 0.050 
State transfers 1.403 0.480 = 0.008 ~ 0.030 
Service charges 0.103 0.104 - = - oe 
Interest 0.705 0.390 = - = 
Private ¢ 

contributions salou, 0.301 - - ee ~ 
Miscellaneous 6.357 4.407 - 0.006 - 0.235 
Total Revenues 17.787 10.420 - 0.068 - 0.653 

Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement 0.702 0.833 - 0.054 - 0.125 
Fire protection 0.072 0.156 = = = 0.010 
Public health 0.482 1923 - - - - 
Roads/streets 10.246 2.650 - 0.002 ~ 0.150 
Recreation 0.529 0.739 ~ = ~ 0.005 
Agriculture 0.086 0.114 = = - - 
General 

administration Zot? 4.113 = 0.010 - Oc172 
Planning ee = 2 ee om oe 
Bond retirement 0.271 0.260 - 0.002 = 0.190 
Utilities - “ Fe ~ - ~ 


Total Expenditures 14.905 10.788 = 0.068 ~ 0.652 
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Table D.6 (Cont'd) 





Vernal 


Average Current 
Budget Category Annual? Annual 





Revenue Base 


Assessed valuation ($10°) = 35.738 
Mill levy = 1.80 
Revenues ($10°) 
Property taxes 0.064 0.075. 
Sales taxes 1.370 1.600 
Federal transfers 0.122 0.015 
State transfers 0.097 0.062 
Service charges 1.624 1.846 
Interest “a a 
Private contributions - - 
Miscellaneous A Pe Eee eH 
Total Revenues 4.604 4.949 
Expenditures ($10°) 

Law enforcement 0.731 1.020 
Fire protection 0.065 0.044 
Public health - - 
Roads/streets 0.568 0.762 
Recreation 0.113 0.142 
Agriculture = = 
General administration 1.345 0.962 
Planning 0.048 0.070 
Bond retirement 0.080 0.108 
Utilities 1.710 1.975 
Total Expenditures 4.660 5.083 





4Average annual revenues and expenditures are 
presented for calendar years 1980 through 1982 
for the counties and for fiscal years 1981 and 
1982 for the communities. 


beurrent annual revenues and expenditures are 
presented for calendar year 1983 for the counties 
and for fiscal year 1983 for the communities. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. 
Nicholson, Utah State University 
Foundation, unpublished information 
(June 1983). 
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Table D.7 Fiscal Profile of Wayne County 
Wayne County 
Average Curren 


Budget Category Annual* Annual 


Revenue Base 


Assessed valuation ($10°) - 6.682 
Mill levy - 12.16 
Revenues ($10°) 
Property taxes ; 0.092 0.097 
Sales taxes 0.025 0.025 
Federal transfers Oo2ot 0.164 
State transfers 0.233 0.287 
Service charges 0.031 0.033 
Miscellaneous 0.280 0.199 
Total Revenues 0.918 0.805 
Expenditures ($10) 
Law enforcement 0.085 0.089 
Fire protection 0.016 0.012 
Public health 0.052 0.035 
Roads/streets 0.290 0.300 
Recreation 0.037 0.056 
Agriculture 0.030 0.034 
General administration 0.412 0.235 
Total Expenditures 0.922 0.761 


4Average annual revenues and expenditures are 
presented for calendar years 1980 through 1982 
for the counties and for fiscal years 1981 and 
1982 for the communities. 


bourrent annual revenues and expenditures are 
presented for calendar year 1983 for the counties 
and for fiscal year 1983 for the communities. 


Source: adapted from Nellis, Lee, and John K. 
Nicholson, Utah State University 
Foundation, unpublished information 
(June 1983). 
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